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Abstract 
This study sought to understand the perceived levels of managerial, 
instructional, and moral self-efficacy of assistant principals (N = 101) serving in an 
urban Albertan school jurisdiction. Levels of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986) were 
measured using the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES) (Tschannen-Moran & 
Gareis, 2004). Additionally, the instructional leadership indicators of the Alberta 
Leader Quality Standard (LQS) (Alberta Education, 2019) were measured for levels of 
importance and perceived level of proficiency by participants. Finally, assistant 
principals were asked to indicate if they held aspirations for principalship, provide 
rationale for their response, and express what professional learning experiences might 
be necessary to become a principal.   
This study contributed to the extant literature pertaining to building and 
realizing greater levels of self-efficacy in assistant principals, a population which has 
been chronically underserved and underrepresented in the literature. Existing research 
has suggested that more time and attention is needed in the domain of instructional 
leadership which is often overlooked due to the managerial demands of an 
administrative role that has not been fully defined, appreciated, or supported. 
The first phase of this study analyzed the PSES scores across three subscales 
and found that participants scored highest in efficacy for moral leadership, second 
highest in instructional, and lowest in managerial. These results were disaggregated by 
various demographic factors and suggested that females (n = 70) had the highest 
scores in all subscales compared to males (n = 31). The second phase of the research 
design asked participants to rate levels of importance and proficiency on the nine 
iv 
 
indicators inherent to the LQS instructional leadership domain. In both importance and 
proficiency, it was males who scored higher than females. A very strong correlation of 
r =.93 was found between the level of importance and level of proficiency across all 
participants. Relationships between the PSES instructional subscale and the LQS 
indicators revealed a stronger relationship for females r =.48 than males (r =.40).   
 Finally, 33% of participants indicated aspirations to pursue principalship 
whereas 21% did not and the remainder were undecided. Ongoing long-term 
mentorship, more mastery learning experiences in instructional leadership and leading 
the operations of a learning community were among the top responses from the 
participants as to what is needed to further their professional development. 
This descriptive study sought to understand the landscape of assistant 
principals in an urban setting and how their self-efficacy scores and interaction with 
leadership standards (instructional leadership) might provide the school jurisdiction 
with insights on how to enhance existing assistant principal leadership programming.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Over the past 50 years, there has been a limited amount of research devoted to 
understanding the inherent role and responsibilities of the assistant principalship 
(Alberta Teachers’ Association (ATA), 2019a; Allen & Weaver, 2014; Austin & 
Brown, 1970; Marshall, 1992; Searby, Browne-Ferrigno, & Wang, 2017). In fact, the 
role of assistant principal has been chronically undervalued and underrated in terms of 
potential impact on school improvement (Barnett, Shoho, & Oleszewski, 2012). 
Emphatically, researchers have suggested that more needs to be done in terms of 
building the self-efficacy of assistant principals; especially in the domain of 
instructional leadership (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Searby et.al, 2017). Whereas 
there is a great amount of research on the importance of principalship, “assistant 
principals are rarely afforded the breadth of professional development opportunities 
that teachers and principals receive” (Oleszewski, Shoho, & Barnett, 2012, p. 267). 
Although much is stated as to what should be done, little is suggested in terms of how 
to better develop and nurture the self-efficacy of school leaders (Tschannen-Moran & 
Gareis, 2007) particularly that of assistant principals (Barnett et al., 2012; Glanz, 
1994).  
There is a defined gap in the area of understanding better, the role of the 
assistant principal; especially in the context of improving instructional leadership 
capacity (Armstrong, 2010; Barnett et al., 2012; Searby et al., 2017). Furthermore, due 
to limited attention on the importance of the role of assistant principal in the literature, 
it is “difficult to discern the extent to which assistant principals are ready to perform 
the diverse functions of contemporary instructional leadership” (Searby et al., 2017, p. 
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398). In considering that some regions in Canada and the United States are faced with 
the challenge of recruiting qualified school leaders, there is a clear and urgent need to 
deepen school leader efficacy in such areas as those detailed in leadership quality 
standards (Armstrong, 2015; Fink, 2011; Gurley, Anast-May, & Lee, 2015; Searby et 
al., 2017; Grodzki, 2011). According to Baker (2007), 53% of principals in Texas left 
the role after only three years, and the attrition rate rose to 71% after five years. In a 
review of American public-school principal attrition that occurred in 2016-17, 
Goldring and Taie (2018) indicated that 10% of principals had exited the role; 2% of 
which left the profession for reasons aside from retirement. In British Columbia, the 
attrition rate for 2009-2010 was determined to be 11% (Merler, 2010). In light of the 
need to attract more people to principalship, it is critical to realize greater degrees of 
leadership capacity in assistant principals (Oleszewski et al., 2012). Barnett et al. 
(2012) asserted that re-articulating the role of assistant principal, especially in terms of 
self-efficacy and instructional competency is essential to addressing future principal 
shortfalls. A recent Alberta Teachers’ Association study (2019b) found that 82% of 
the 954 survey respondents, who were predominantly school-based leaders, felt 
capable of meeting the expectations of the Leader Quality Standard. In a time of LQS 
renewal in Alberta, there is both need and opportunity to re-imagine the role and 
inherent professional development of assistant principals so as to build a deeper pool 
of qualified aspiring principals.  
Socialization of Assistant Principals   
Recent studies echo the call from studies conducted in earlier decades for more 
robust training and preparation for assistant principals. Many researchers suggested 
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that the role of the assistant principal remains inadequately researched and not 
properly defined in terms of the scope of work (Armstrong, 2010; Barnett et al., 2012; 
Houchens, Niu, Zhang, Miller, & Norman,  2018; Gurley et al., 2015; Mertz, 2006; 
Searby et al., 2017). Some key themes include the need for increasing the professional 
knowledgebase required for the demands of the role and the need for robust standards-
based leadership development programs for assistant principals (Mertz, 2006; Searby 
et al., 2017). Armstrong (2005) asserted that many jurisdictions do not do enough to 
transition assistant principals to the role of principal and need to have more 
comprehensive content in formation programming. In two studies of the assistant 
principalship within Canada, Armstrong (2009; 2012) articulated that such factors as 
inadequate training, poor placement and induction methodologies, lack of effective 
communication, and ineffective feedback mechanisms, contribute to the stress and 
strain that is felt by new administrators. This is particularly troubling considering that 
assistant principalship is most often the gateway to principalship and the number of 
assistant principals is often considerably larger than the population of principals in a 
given jurisdiction (Fink, 2011). A further confounding issue in Alberta is the fact that 
there is no provision in the Education Act (provincial legislation) that requires, yet 
alone defines, the duties and inherent responsibilities of an assistant principal. 
According to the Alberta Teachers’ Association (2019b), the role and duties of an 
assistant principal are not specified in existing legislation, and the determination of 
duties and responsibilities rests with the school jurisdiction or principal. Thus, there is 
not a consistent provincial methodology for inducting or socializing assistant 
principals to the role.  
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In seeking to understand the socialization processes of new administrators in a 
medium sized Canadian urban school district, Grodzki (2011) sought to determine the 
perceptions of administrators’ self-efficacy as related to role identity development. 
Upon interviewing 18 newly appointed administrators, eight of whom were assistant 
principals, Grodzki observed that all candidates recognized the value and importance 
of understanding the leadership standards to which they were being held accountable. 
This was particularly evident for those who had been selected for assistant 
principalship. Although the school district that was studied had a robust offering of 
leadership academies, training programs, monthly professional development sessions, 
and administrative meetings, study participants indicated that these offerings lacked 
individualized support and mentorship. Grodzki suggested further that a fundamental 
aspect of the district’s socialization plan needed to include intentional opportunities 
for leaders to develop positive perceptions of self-efficacy.    
School Leader Self-Efficacy  
What is self-efficacy and why is it important to leadership development? 
“People with high assurance in their capabilities approach difficult tasks as challenges 
to be mastered rather than as threats to be avoided” (Bandura, 1977, p. 11). In terms of 
school leadership, truer words may have never been spoken. Belief in one’s abilities, 
in the skills and competencies necessary to achieve success, is not only central to 
leadership development, but also is critical to creating conditions for school 
improvement; especially in improving student achievement (Davis, Darling-
Hammond, Lapointe, & Meyerson, 2005; Hattie, 2015; Marzano, 2003; Robinson, 
Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). Yet, mastery of leadership abilities, skills, and competencies is 
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not easy, and preparation programs often miss the mark in providing meaningful 
professional learning experiences (Darling-Hammond, La Pointe, Meyerson, Orr, & 
Cohen, 2007; Hoerr, 2005, Searby et al., 2017). It is also commonly accepted that the 
effectiveness of a principal is central to the success of a given school; particularly in 
terms of student achievement (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004; 2007). Thus, 
understanding the effectiveness of assistant principals must also be given more merit, 
especially when recent studies posited that despite university training, state 
certification, and first year on the job training, many novice assistant principals did not 
possess the confidence to make decisions in their new roles (Craft, Malveaux, Lopez, 
& Combs, 2016).  
Theoretical Framework 
Leading a school community is a social enterprise. According to Bandura 
(1997), principal self-efficacy is embedded within Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) and 
is a judgment of a principal’s capacity to affect a course of action that leads to a 
desired outcome for his or her school community. Both the cognitive and behavioral 
capabilities of a principal to structure a course of action leading to a desired outcome 
are what McCormick (2001) posited as essential to regulating group dynamics in 
terms of goal attainment. Self-efficacy is a concept that results from the intersection of 
a person’s behaviors, his or her environmental variables, and such personal variables 
(Bandura, 1986) as a person’s beliefs about his or her capacity and ability to organize 
and execute a specific course of action to desired effect (Bandura, 1994). This idea 
draws upon earlier research which further defined self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s 
attitudes to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of action needed 
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to meet situational demands” (Wood & Bandura, 1989a, p. 48). There are four factors 
that Bandura (2012) posited as essential to determining self-efficacy: mastery 
experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and affective state. A brief 
examination of these factors will deepen understanding of school leader self-efficacy, 
which will serve as the theoretical framework for this study.  
Mastery experience. Mastery experience is indicated as the most powerful of 
the four variables in determining self-efficacy (Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015). Such 
experiences are deemed to be those which an individual may have encountered 
previously regarding a specific task (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2007). Further, 
successful past experiences increase an individual’s beliefs of his or her self-efficacy, 
whereas unsuccessful experiences have a negative impact on self-efficacy beliefs. 
According to Tshannen-Moran and Gareis (2007), an individuals’ self-efficacy beliefs 
are perceived as excellent indicators of behaviour. They further posited that principals 
with higher levels of self-efficacy are more prone to embrace change and confront 
challenges by leveraging high yield strategies stemming from internally based 
personal power. This contrasts with those principals having lower self-efficacy. They 
tend to perceive greater inability to identify appropriate strategies and are more likely 
to blame others when challenged or not being successful in goal attainment. Principals 
having a strong sense of self-efficacy can learn from past actions and persevere 
through the challenges of school improvement processes (Louis, Leithwood, 
Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010). Louis et al. suggested that efficacious leaders are 
those who can positively impact teaching and learning through establishing and 
fostering a sense of collective efficacy with teachers and staff. Mastery experience 
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addresses the need for school leaders to have a level of competency with the essential 
knowledge and skills commensurate to those articulated in leadership standards 
(Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), 2015).  
Vicarious experience. The second of Bandura’s four factors of determining 
self-efficacy is vicarious experience.  According to Tshannen-Moran and Gareis 
(2007), a vicarious experience is one which derives learning as a result of the direct 
observation or modeling of others (e.g., a mentor or coach). People tend to observe 
others similar to themselves or whom they perceive to be successful in their job or role 
(Bandura, 1994). Bandura (1997) asserted that self-efficacy, particularly in the area of 
vicarious experience, can influence: (a) which behaviour(s) the observer might seek to 
emulate, (b) how much effort will be expended in replicating the behaviour, (c) 
perseverance in facing obstacles and failure, (d) level of resiliency during difficulties, 
(e) if thought patterns and processes (such as self-talk) are self-aiding or self-
hindering, and (f) how well stress is or is not managed (coping skills) in light of the 
environmental context.  In building self-efficacy capacity in school leaders, the quality 
of mentoring support and leadership preparation one receives becomes critically 
important in the development of aspiring school leaders (Armstrong, 2010; Darling 
Hammond, 2007; Searby et al., 2017; Villani, 2006).  
Social persuasion. The third factor that shapes self-efficacy is social 
persuasion. This pertains to the type of feedback an individual receives regarding a 
specific task (Bandura, 1986). Bandura posited that individuals who are persuaded (or 
convinced) about the efficacy of their skills, accept more responsibility, expend 
greater effort, and have higher accountability for the outcomes of their actions; 
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positive or negative. Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2007) stated that principals must 
believe that they can navigate successfully the challenges they face.  Social persuasion 
plays a role in enhancing motivation to learn (Bandura 2012). Bandura also indicated 
that in terms of social persuasion, it is the knowledgeableness and credibility of the 
person offering feedback, weighed against the receiver’s confidence in his or her self-
appraisal, that can sway levels of self-efficacy. Bandura indicated further that skilled 
efficacy builders do more than give inspirational and motivational talks, they structure 
activities that foster success and encourage people to think of success in terms of self-
improvement as opposed to outperforming others. 
Affective state. The fourth major way of understanding self-efficacy beliefs, 
according to Bandura (2012) “is to enhance physical status, reduce stress levels and 
negative emotional proclivities, and correct misinterpretations of bodily states” (p. 
106). He called this the affective state; also known as physiological arousal. Central to 
the understanding of this factor is Bandura’s (1997) theory of triadic reciprocal 
determinism (TRD) which examines how a person’s behaviour may be influenced by 
internal thoughts and beliefs which, in turn, are shaped by the environment including 
other individuals. Bandura (2012) examined how an individual’s mood can bias 
affective and cognitive priming and shape perceptions of self-efficacy. He found that 
positive moods activated thoughts of previous accomplishments whereas negative 
moods precipitated thoughts of past failures. While mastery experience was 
considered as the dominant factor in determining self-efficacy (Negis-Isik & 
Derinbay, 2015), the affective state can influence how events are interpreted, 
cognitively stored, and retrieved (Bandura, 2012). To this end, Bandura stated “there 
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has been little research on how people process multidimensional efficacy beliefs; there 
is every reason to believe, however, that efficacy judgments are governed by some 
common judgmental processes" (p.114).   
Measuring Principal Self-Efficacy 
 It is important to understand which variables shape and predict a school 
leader’s success (Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015), however measuring principal self-
efficacy has been identified as a challenge in the research for many years (Dahlkamp 
et al., 2018; Dimmock & Hattie, 1996; Federici & Skaalvik, 2011; Negis-Isik & 
Derinbay, 2015; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Federici and Skaalvik (2011) 
asserted that principal self-efficacy is one such predictor of success; however, there 
has not been a lot of research in this area largely due to a lack of valid instruments that 
can address the multifaceted and complex domains of school leadership. Bandura 
(2001) indicated that because perceptions of self-efficacy are context specific, the 
construction of self-efficacy instruments should consider the range of behaviours 
required for task mastery. This means that an instrument should examine both the 
level and strength of efficacy beliefs. Bandura defined level as the degree of task 
difficulty across a series of related tasks, whereas strength of efficacy beliefs is to be 
assessed along a continuum of beliefs as opposed to a “yes or no” format (Bandura, 
2001).  While many existing instruments include an array of measures designed to 
capture the range of tasks inherent to a principal’s role, they do not effectively capture 
all of the inherent contextual variables and thus have limitations (Federici & Skaalvik, 
2011).  
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Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) studied how such variables as principal 
evaluations and school environment influenced principal self-efficacy. No significant 
correlations were found within school setting, school level (e.g., elementary or 
secondary), or student body; however, they suggested that the principal’s perception of 
the school climate was related to how self-efficacy was perceived. They suggested 
further that there is a relational implication between school climate and degree of 
principal self-efficacy. In their desire to examine existing instruments and find a 
reliable and valid instrument to measure principal self-efficacy, Tschannen-Moran and 
Gareis (2004), in drawing upon their work on teacher efficacy scales, as well as the 
work of Dimmock and Hattie (1996) and Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000), 
devised their own instrument, the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES).  
Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale 
The PSES consists of 18 prompts that purpose to assess a principal’s self-
reported efficacy across three leadership subscales: Efficacy of Management, Efficacy 
for Instruction, and Efficacy for Moral leadership (See Appendix A). There are six 
items that correspond with each of the three subscales. These items were based on the 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), were reviewed by a panel 
of experts, field tested on 10 principals, and then used in a pilot study of 544 
principals from public schools across Virginia (Dahlkamp, Peters, & Schumacher, 
2018). Using a 9-point modified Likert scale that ranged from 1 (none at all) to 9 (a 
great deal), the PSES asked respondents to rate their level of proficiency or confidence 
for each of the 18 items. The higher the score; the higher the sense of self-efficacy. 
The construct validity of the PSES was found to have good internal consistency with 
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an alpha of .91 for the total scale (Negis Isik & Derinbay, 2015).  More information 
pertaining to the analysis of scores will be detailed in Chapter 3 (Methodology). What 
is key to understand at this point, is that school leadership self-efficacy scales are 
typically based upon a set of state approved quality standards with indicators that 
address specific types of tasks pertinent to the role being studied (Allen & Weaver, 
2014; Oliver, 2005). However, existing scales have largely been focussed on 
principals, and more attention is warranted for assistant principals (ATA, 2019; Searby 
et al., 2017).     
Alberta Context: Leadership Quality Standards 
Leadership quality standards, which are purposed to offer school leaders with 
specific outcomes for the skills and competencies needed for success in the role, have 
been an international focus for over 25 years (Murphy, 2017). Alberta Education 
(2018) promulgated a revised series of professional practice standards for teachers, 
school leaders, and systems leaders. The three sets of standards include: Teacher 
Quality Standard (TQS), Leadership Quality Standard (LQS), and the Superintendent 
Leadership Quality Standard (SLQS). Released in their draft form in Spring 2016, the 
revised standards went into effect for the September 1st, 2019. Jurisdictions are 
working on implementation strategies in conjunction with the government and other 
professional organizations including the Alberta Teacher’s Association (ATA), 
College of Alberta School Superintendents (CASS), and Council of Catholic School 
Superintendents of Alberta (CCSSA). A mandatory credentialing course has been 
created in partnership with post-secondary institutions for individuals wishing to 
become a principal or superintendent. While there has been considerable planning and 
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work put into these courses, jurisdictions may add additional criteria to fit local 
contexts (Alberta Education, 2018). At this time of implementation, there are 
identified areas of need in the processes around the implementation of these standards; 
particularly for assistant principals whose role is not officially recognized in the 
Alberta Education Act. Further, Catholic administrators in Alberta must also espouse a 
set of faith leadership standards. This adds a dual layer of complexity and expectation 
to the professional development required for Catholic principals and assistant 
principals.  
Implementation of Standards 
The implementation of leadership quality standards requires a carefully 
considered delivery model (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). The composition of school 
leader preparation courses and mentorship models have been a focus of criticism in 
that there is too much theory and not enough practical application (Darling-Hammond 
et al., 2007; Hoerr, 2005; Wallace Foundation, 2012). Thus, the pathway to 
principalship can be daunting for aspiring school leaders; particularly assistant 
principals who according to Armstrong (2010) are predominately learning on the job, 
often without the benefit of formal support.    
In studying the level of readiness to assume the mantle of a new role, as 
principal or assistant principal in Ontario, Canada, Armstrong (2014) found that while 
75% of study participants indicated they felt prepared for their role, once in the role 
most reported that “they were unprepared for the complexity and unpredictability of 
their administrative roles and transitions” (p. 15). In recent years, there has been 
increased focus on the need to understand the often-unrealistic demands placed upon 
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novice educators; particularly school-based leaders in an era of increasing 
accountability (Cherian & Daniel, 2008).  In order to determine what supports may be 
needed to better support assistant principals, especially in being attenuated to a set of 
revised leadership standards, it is important to understand what specific areas assistant 
principals might identify as requiring further professional development. Leadership 
quality standards are therefore meant to establish a systematic, rigorous, and practical 
approach to preparing and increasing principal readiness and efficacy in addition to 
providing a metric that might be used to assess a principal’s overall performance 
(ATA, 2019; Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership [AITSL], 2014; 
Dinham, Collarbone, Evans, & Mackay, 2013).  
Underlying the need for quality leadership training and mentorship is the 
challenge for school leaders to be able to create a culture of trust which, according to 
Tshannen-Moran and Gareis (2015), is one of the most crucial tasks school leaders 
face today. Many educational stakeholders realize that strong school leadership is 
essential to establishing an excellent school. Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) posited that 
a focus on developing leadership practices produces supportive working conditions 
which motivate and influence the teaching staff.  Furthermore, they added that 
performance improvement is an important aim of school leaders. To this end, many 
educational jurisdictions and authorities have placed increased focus on articulating 
the necessary competencies and skills, that school leaders must espouse (Liu, Xu, 
Grant, Strong, & Fang, 2015). Such leadership standards are typically imparted to 
school leaders though a formal professional development or mentorship process at a 
local or jurisdictional level.  
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According to Searby et al. (2017), it is particularly important for assistant 
principals to espouse instructional leadership within their role, as this is one of the 
areas often neglected due to the managerial demands of the job.  A focus on 
instructional leadership is also important towards furthering aspirational goals towards 
principalship; especially when there is a perceived shortfall of qualified individuals 
coming forward to serve in this capacity (Armstrong, 2010). According to the Alberta 
Teachers’ Association (2019b) 61% of study participants indicated that their 
administrative workload was not reasonable. Further, 69% disagreed that they had 
adequate time to fulfil their duties as instructional leaders. With the advent of revised 
leadership standards being implemented in Alberta, this study is relevant to 
understanding the conditions and factors conducive to supporting assistant principals 
in engaging with and discerning their sense of efficacy of the LQS indicators in the 
domain of instructional leadership. Thus, a focus on assistant principal self-efficacy 
and what might be needed to better inform and shape deepening their instructional 
leadership capacity is of vital importance to all jurisdictions in Alberta. Also, coming 
to understand better what assistant principals suggest as best next steps in their 
professional growth as a leader may serve in informing future training and formation 
programming.  
Purpose of this Study 
The purpose of this descriptive study was to determine the levels of self-
efficacy reported by assistant principals of an urban Alberta school division as 
measured by the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 
2004). Additionally, this study sought to understand the perceived importance and 
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perceived level of proficiency that assistant principals placed upon the nine indicators 
inherent to the Instructional Leadership competency of the Leader Quality Standard. 
Finally, this study purposed to understand what supports, opportunities, and 
experiences assistant principals suggested are necessary to prepare them for the mantle 
of principalship. 
Research Questions 
1.  As measured by the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & 
Gareis, 2004), what is the overall sense of self-efficacy of assistant principals and the 
efficacy score for each of the three subscale domains: efficacy for management, 
efficacy for instructional leadership, and efficacy for moral leadership? 
2.  To what extent, if any, do differences in reported self-efficacy exist across 
such demographics as gender, years of teaching experience, years of administrative 
experience, level of education, level of school (e.g., elementary or secondary), and 
amount of teaching assignment as assistant principals? 
3.  What relationship might exist between the perceived value of the 
instructional leadership indicators of the Leadership Quality Standard (LQS) and the 
self-reported level of proficiency with them? 
4.   How might the self- reported level of proficiency with the LQS relate to the 
level of instructional leadership efficacy identified in the PSES? 
5.  How many Assistant Principals aspire for principalship and what 
professional learning experiences and opportunities do assistant principals suggest are 
needed in terms of becoming a principal? 
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Significance of this Study 
The role of principal has been a central focus in the literature pertaining to 
instructional leadership; whereas there has been less emphasis placed upon assistant 
principals; particularly as instructional leaders (Searby et al., 2017). In considering 
that the complexities and challenges faced by assistant principals are comparable to 
those faced by principals (Harris & Lowery, 2003), and that assistant principalship is 
the most prevalent pathway to principalship (Armstrong, 2010), it was particularly 
important to examine the call from the field to provide additional professional training 
and support to all school leaders, particularly assistant principals, in the domain of 
instructional leadership (Gurley et al., 2015).  
Considering the critical importance of the assistant principal’s role, especially 
the complexity of managerial, operational, and instructional demands, and given that 
the province of Alberta has implemented the revised LQS, it is hoped that new 
information gained from this study on what assistant principal identify as areas of 
growth, will add to the extant research. Additionally, since most assistant principals 
pursue principalship or other jurisdictional leadership roles, it is important to 
understand how to best prepare them for the challenges and demands inherent to such 
roles.  The LQS serves as a framework to achieve this, and in considering the newness 
of the revised standards, this study will deepen understanding and praxis of effective 
instructional leadership formation.    
Literature on teacher efficacy, particularly collective efficacy, reflect the need 
for leaders “to set the conditions so that teachers feel the discrepancy between the 
current and desired states (Donohoo, 2017, p. 49). This need to understand the current 
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landscape (context) and preferred future state can be extended to assistant principals. 
Understanding the sense of efficacy of assistant principals is of great value in 
preparing them better for principalship. It is further hoped that the findings of this 
study may be extended to other levels of leadership development (e.g., consultants, 
chaplains, department head, learning coach, and lead teachers). 
Summary and Study Overview 
The assistant principal is integral to the operations of a school (Oleszewski et 
al., 2012).  Assistant principals work directly with teachers and students, are often are 
the first point of contact for parent queries and play a crucial role in the daily 
enterprise of a school community.  According to Weller and Weller (2002) the role of 
the assistant principal, which includes the scope of duties and responsibilities, is 
essentially defined and articulated by the principal of the school. Leithwood, Patten, 
and Jantzi (2010), articulated the need for educational leadership research to focus on 
the discovery of leadership practices, which already have evidence of impact and that 
are most likely to improve conditions for student learning.  Understanding the self-
efficacy of assistant principals, especially in terms of implementing the Alberta LQS, 
is an area of study that may address the gap in assistant principal research that has 
been identified.  
This chapter provided an overview of the research gap that exists in the area of 
self-efficacy of assistant principals, defines what is meant by sense of efficacy, 
discussed leadership quality standards, and explored how the PSES is known to have 
been effective in assessing levels of efficacy. Chapter 2 will provide an examination of 
pertinent literature that describes the context of the role of assistant principal, 
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leadership quality standards of countries that have recently updated said standards, and 
then examine briefly existing leadership formation programming that seeks to build 
self-efficacy in assistant principals. Chapter 3 will outline the methodology inherent to 
this descriptive study and detail the setting, participants, and inherent ethical 
considerations. Chapter 4 will document the data collected through the PSES, the LQS 
Instructional Leadership indicators, and insights shared by the study participants. 
Chapter 5 will conclude the study with a discussion of the results and the wider 
implications of the findings. This chapter will also include limitations of the study and 
suggest additional avenues for future research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction 
The lack of research on the role and function of assistant principals has been 
encapsulated as “one of the least researched and least discussed topics in educational 
leadership” (Weller & Weller, 2002, p. xiii). Indeed, there is considerable need to 
establish infrastructure and develop supports to deepen the efficacy of assistant 
principals (Morgan, 2018). This literature review purposes to explore several key 
facets central to deepening understanding of assistant principal efficacy, particularly in 
terms of instructional leadership. Topics explored include: the role of principal in 
today’s context, the role of assistant principal and historical overview of this role, self-
efficacy (in context of a theoretical framework), assessing self-efficacy, the use and 
implementation of leadership quality standards, and an overview of professional 
development models  and mentorship of assistant principals. For purposes of currency 
and relevance to the implementation of the new Alberta Leadership Quality Standards 
(LQS), the literature examined will largely center on studies, journals, and government 
documents from 2005 onwards. The rationale for this includes the use of the 2014 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) and the Professional 
Standards for Educational Leaders (2015) as baseline exemplars of principal (school 
leader) quality standards. 
The Mantle of Principalship 
 In acknowledging the increasing layers of complexity that are inherent to the 
role of principals today, Fullan (2018) asserted that social institutions, such as schools 
and educational systems, evolve slowly over time. He posited further that the 
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principalship has evolved in the past five years and that there are three interrelated 
ways in which the mindset to principalship must change. These are: (a) principals will 
need to embrace an instructional leadership stance that extends beyond a focus on 
literacy, numeracy, and high school completion rates; (b) principals must help develop 
students and teachers as change agents through  a team-based learning dynamic 
whereby all stakeholders are more deeply engaged with meaningful and relevant 
learning; and (c) school leaders must work more closely with existing organizational 
hierarchy, their peers, and external stakeholders and community partners to 
proactively navigate educational policy, societal dynamics,  and global competencies 
(Fullan, 2018). In articulating these three emerging changes befalling the 
principalship, Fullan emphasised that the era of the principal serving as a co-learner 
has begun. Like Fullan, there are others who continue to address the increasing layers 
of complexity and challenge that principals must embrace.  
Attracting People to Assistant Principalship 
While there has been a large volume of research conducted on the role and 
importance of principalship, there is a clearly defined gap in the research in the area of 
understanding better, the role of the assistant principal; especially in the context of 
instructional leadership (Armstrong, 2010; Barnett, Shoho, & Oleszewski, 2012; 
Mertz, 2006; Searby, Browne-Ferrigno, & Wang, 2017).  In considering that some 
regions in Canada and the United States are faced with the challenge of finding and 
hiring qualified school leaders, there is identified need for more attention to be given 
to attracting quality candidates to the mantle of school-based leadership (Armstrong, 
2015; Fink, 2011; Gurley et al., 2015; Searby et al., 2017). Through an examination of 
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school leadership succession planning in Canada, the United States, and the United 
Kingdom, Fink (2011), indicated that due to higher rates of retirement, there was need 
to attract qualified candidates to a role that has increased in challenge and complexity. 
He suggested that many Western nations are moving beyond the concept of populating 
a principal pipeline to that of deepening a principal pool or reservoir: highly qualified 
individuals who can assume leadership roles. Upon examining principal attrition rates 
in British Columbia and Ontario, Canada, Grodzki (2011) asserted that necessary 
training, mentorship, and support programming for aspiring leaders, has not kept pace 
with the increased demands and pressures of the role. Due to limited attention on the 
importance of the role of assistant principal in the literature, it is “difficult to discern 
the extent to which assistant principals are ready to perform the diverse functions of 
contemporary instructional leadership” (Searby et al. 2017, p. 398). What has the role 
of assistant principal looked like over time, and what does research suggest is needed 
in the area of building the self-efficacy of assistant principals? 
Historical Overview of Assistant Principalship 
The introduction of the assistant principal role emerged in the late 1920s in 
America (Glanz, 1994; Gurley et al., 2015; Reed & Himmler, 1985). There was scant 
research done on the function and impact of this role until the National Association of 
Secondary School Principals commissioned a study in 1970. Austin and Brown 
(1970), who surveyed 1207 assistant principals across seven American geographical 
regions, detailed the specific responsibilities central to the role. Although largely 
managerial in scope of work, the researchers observed that one of the key functions of 
assistant principals was to interact with an array of stakeholders in usually stressful 
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and often time-consuming matters e.g. attendance and discipline. In doing this, the 
principal was freed up to tend to instructional leadership. Austin and Brown indicated 
that although there was a critical relational dynamic between the principal and 
assistant principal, the training and experience received on the job, largely managerial 
in scope, was questionable in terms of adequate preparation for the principalship. 
Their study, which deemed assistant principals essential to overall school 
effectiveness, revealed that the work was often viewed by assistant principals as 
menial, task based, and unfulfilling. Despite those views, 80 percent of study 
participants indicated they had aspirations for principalship. The assistant 
principalship, essentially viewed as a stepping-stone to principalship, warranted more 
study and focus (Austin & Brown, 1970).  
Subsequent research on the role of assistant principal did not emerge again in 
earnest until the mid-1980s, and with it came a call for more attention to be placed 
upon an instructional lens versus the traditional managerial functions of the role 
(Gurley et al., 2015). Many researchers suggested that the large focus on such 
administrative functions as scheduling, supervision, discipline, and other operational 
matters, disadvantaged assistant principals from opportunities to have a more 
instructional focus (Fulton, 1977; Marshall & Greenfield, 1987). Similar to the 
recommendations of Austin and Brown (1970), the recommended reforms to the role 
of assistant principal stemming from the 1980s called for a shift from the managerial 
domain to that of instructional (Marshall & Greenfield, 1987). Gurley et al., (2015) 
synthesised much of the calls for reform to the role in stating that a continued focus on 
managerial tasks made for principals who might be more liable to maintain the status 
23 
 
quo than to engage in instructional leadership and being change agents. Reed and 
Himmler (1985) asserted that existing research on assistant principals suggested that 
the role had yet to be fully conceptualized. This same sentient arose in the research 
that came in the 1990s. 
According to Glanz (1994), the prevailing attitudes towards the role of 
assistant principal were not much different than those of the two preceding decades. 
The role remained largely managerial focussed; yet assistant principals thought that 
working with teachers and improving instructional practice was an important part of 
their role, even though most of their time was consumed by student discipline matters 
and supervision (Glanz, 1994).  Scroggins and Bishop (1993), upon examining studies 
done from 1973 to 1992, asserted that the role of assistant principal largely revolved 
around managing students, scheduling, co-curricular activities, and staff supervision. 
Further, the scope and nature of the tasks given to assistant principals were largely 
determined by the principal, which Hartzell (1993a) posited creates a power dynamic 
that places the assistant principal at the second level of the hierarchy, leads to skill 
development that enhances position, builds a power base, and calls for networks that 
seek positive relationship with the principals. Hartzell claimed that such dynamics can 
be detrimental to the leadership efficacy of assistant principals. Marshall (1993) 
emphasized the need for assistant principals to have training that supports them with 
the required managerial tasks yet prepares them to face what she called the 
“fundamental dilemmas in administration” (p. 89). She posited that university 
preparation programs and professional associations needed to work collaboratively to 
create training programs specific to the needs of assistant principals; especially in 
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defining leadership roles and responsibilities. These are themes that reappeared in the 
2000s. 
Despite the studies in earlier decades, there remains a call for more robust 
training and preparation for assistant principals with many researchers suggesting that 
the role of assistant principal remains inadequately researched (Armstrong, 2010; 
Barnett et al., 2012; Gurley et al., 2015; Searby et al., 2017). Two predominant themes 
that arise are: (a) the need for increasing the professional knowledge base needed to 
address the demands of the role and, (b) a call for targeted and robust leadership 
development programs for assistant principals. Armstrong (2005) asserted that many 
jurisdictions do not do enough to transition assistant principals to the role of principal 
and need to have more comprehensive content in formation programming. In a study 
of the assistant principalship within Canada, Armstrong (2009) articulated that such 
factors as inadequate training, poor placement and induction methodologies, lack of 
effective communication, and ineffective feedback mechanisms contributed to the 
stress and strain felt by new administrators.  
School Leader Self-Efficacy  
Principal Self-Efficacy. Principal effectiveness is paramount to the success of 
a given school; particularly in terms of student achievement (Tschannen-Moran & 
Gareis, 2004). According to Bandura (1997) principal self-efficacy is embedded 
within social cognitive theory and is a judgment of a principal’s capacity to affect a 
course of action that leads to a desired outcome for his or her school community. Both 
the cognitive and behavioral capabilities of a principal to structure a course of action 
leading to a desired outcome are what McCormick (2001) posited as essential to 
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regulating group dynamics in terms of goal attainment. Self-efficacy is a concept that 
results from the intersection of a person’s behaviors, their environmental variables, 
and personal variables (Bandura, 1986). A person’s beliefs about his or her capacity 
and ability to organize and execute a specific course of action to desired effect 
(Bandura, 1994) draws upon earlier research which further defined self-efficacy as 
“beliefs in one’s attitudes to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses 
of action needed to meet situational demands” (Wood & Bandura, 1989a, p. 48). There 
are four factors that Bandura (2012) posited as essential to determining self-efficacy: 
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and affective state. A 
brief examination of these factors will deepen the understanding of principal self-
efficacy. 
Mastery experience is indicated as the most powerful of the four variables in 
determining self-efficacy (Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015). Such experiences are 
deemed to be those which an individual may have encountered previously regarding a 
specific task (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2007). Further, successful past experiences 
increase an individual’s beliefs of their self-efficacy whereas unsuccessful experiences 
have a negative impact on self-efficacy beliefs. According to Tshannen-Moran and 
Gareis (2007), an individuals’ self-efficacy beliefs are perceived as excellent 
indicators of behaviour. They further posited that principals with higher levels of self-
efficacy are more prone to embrace change and confront challenges by leveraging 
high yield strategies stemming from internally-based personal power whereas, those 
principals with lower self-efficacy perceive greater inability to identify appropriate 
strategies and are more likely to blame others when challenged or not being successful 
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in goal attainment. Principals having a strong sense of self-efficacy are able to learn 
from past actions and persevere through the challenges of school improvement 
processes (Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010). Louis et al., suggested 
that efficacious leaders are those who are able to positively impact teaching and 
learning through establishing and fostering a sense of collective efficacy with teachers 
and staff. Mastery experience addresses the need for school leaders to have a level of 
competency with the essential knowledge and skills commensurate to those articulated 
in leadership standards (CCSSO, 2015).  
The second of Bandura’s four factors of determining self-efficacy is vicarious 
experience.  According to Tshannen-Moran and Gareis (2007) a vicarious experience 
is one which derives learning as a result of the direct observation or modeling of 
others, e.g. a mentor or coach. People tend to observe others similar to themselves or 
whom they perceive to be successful in their job or role (Bandura, 1994). Bandura 
(1997) asserted that self-efficacy, particularly in the area of vicarious experience, can 
influence: (a) which behaviour(s) the observer might seek to emulate, (b) how much 
effort will be expended in replicating the behaviour, (c) perseverance in facing 
obstacles and failure, (d) level of resiliency during difficulties, (e) if thought patterns 
and processes (such as self-talk) are self-aiding or self-hindering, and (f) how well 
stress is or is not managed (coping skills) in light of the environmental context.  In 
building self-efficacy capacity in school leaders, the quality of mentoring support and 
leadership preparation one receives becomes critically important in the development 
of aspiring school leaders (Armstrong, 2010; Darling Hammond, 2007; Searby et al., 
2017; Villani, 2006).  
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The third factor that shapes self-efficacy is social persuasion. This pertains to 
the type of feedback an individual receives in regard to a specific task (Bandura, 
1986). Bandura posited that individuals who are persuaded (or convinced) about the 
efficacy of their skills, accept more responsibility, expend greater effort, and have 
higher accountability for the outcomes of their actions; positive or negative. 
Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2007) stated that principals must believe that they can 
navigate successfully the challenges they face.  Social persuasion plays a role in 
enhancing motivation to learn (Altun & Aykoc, 2009). Bandura (2012) indicated that 
in terms of social persuasion, it is the knowledgeableness and credibility of the person 
offering feedback, weighed against the receiver’s confidence in his or her self-
appraisal, that can sway levels of self-efficacy. Bandura indicated further that skilled 
efficacy builders do more than give inspirational and motivational talks, they structure 
activities that foster success and encourage people to think of success in terms of self-
improvement as opposed to outperforming others. 
The fourth major way of understanding self-efficacy beliefs, according to 
Bandura (2012) “is to enhance physical status, reduce stress levels and negative 
emotional proclivities, and correct misinterpretations of bodily states” (p. 106). He 
called this the affective state; also known as physiological arousal. Central to the 
understanding of this factor is Bandura’s (1997) theory of triadic reciprocal 
determinism (TRD) which examines how a person’s behaviour may be influenced by 
internal thoughts and beliefs which, in turn, are shaped by the environment including 
other individuals. Bandura (2012) examined how mood biases impact affective and 
cognitive priming and shape perceptions of self-efficacy. He found that positive 
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moods activated thoughts of previous accomplishments whereas negative moods 
precipitated thoughts of past failures. While mastery experience was considered as the 
dominant factor in determining self-efficacy (Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015), the 
affective state can influence how events are interpreted, cognitively stored, and 
retrieved (Bandura, 2012). To this end, Bandura stated “there has been little research 
on how people process multidimensional efficacy beliefs; there is every reason to 
believe, however, that efficacy judgments are governed by some common judgmental 
processes" (p. 114).  Being able to measure principal self-efficacy has thus been 
identified as a challenge in the research for many years (Dahlkamp et al., 2018; 
Dimmock and Hattie, 1996; Federici & Skaalvik, 2011; Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015; 
Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004).       
Assistant-Principal Self-Efficacy. In seeking to understand if there was a 
relationship between the efficacy of the position of assistant principal as compared to 
the efficacy of the individual serving in the role, Morgan (2018), used a modified 
version of a leadership development survey, designed by the Learning and Teaching in 
Educational Leadership (LTEL) and University Council for Educational 
Administration (UCEA), with a population of 120 assistant principals from a western 
state. This quantitative study utilized the Leader in Practice survey, a 32-item 
instrument (α =. 94) which asked participants to consider their level of efficacy in five 
multidimensional domains: organizational school culture, instructional leadership, 
school improvement, management, and family and community relationships. This 
study was the first to use this instrument with a population of assistant principals. 
Twenty-eight items were linked to competencies of school leadership across the five 
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domains. Each candidate was asked to indicate how much time was committed to each 
of these areas and was measured for positive and negative beliefs about principalship. 
Using descriptive analysis, including Z scores, t-tests, Chi-square tests, and one-way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA), they found that the 28 questions stemming from 
leadership standard indicators had moderate significance at the domain level. 
Instructional leadership was the domain having the highest correlation between self-
efficacy and professional practice with r = 0.479. Highest levels of practice across the 
five domains were reported by those assistant principals who indicated high rates of 
self-efficacy for the profession. Morgan’s findings suggested that self-efficacy is 
“moderately related to practice and that belief about the principalship does make a 
difference in the levels of self-efficacy and practice” (Morgan, 2018, p. 14). Morgan 
suggested more study in the area of understanding assistant principal self-efficacy and 
capacity building would be prudent.  
In seeking to understanding better those aspects of their position that assistant 
principals felt best and least prepared to contend with, Barnett et al. (2012) upon 
interviewing 103 assistant principals of varying years of experience and levels of 
schools across South Texas, organized findings into three categories: job challenges, 
job responsibilities prepared and unprepared to perform, and qualities deemed 
necessary for success. In terms of novice assistant principals (n = 37) compared to 
experienced ones (n = 66), it was noted that differences in responses were small. That 
said, it was the veteran group who reported higher instances of physical and emotional 
toll associated with the job, as well as higher levels of challenge associated with 
overseeing the instructional leadership aspects of the role. It was noted that 
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approximately 25% of both groups felt prepared to be instructional leaders whereas 
over 33% of novices and 20% of veteran assistant principals were not ready for this 
particular aspect of the role. Another finding focussed upon the variables of gender 
and years of teaching experience. Barnett et al. observed that 71% of females found 
instructional leadership to be more challenging than did males (29%). However, it was 
determined that 65% of females felt better prepared to serve as instructional leaders 
than did their male counterparts (35%). No discernible patterns in regard to years of 
teaching experience were found in regard to these differences. This study raised 
awareness to the understanding that many assistant principals do not feel adequately 
prepared for the instructional or curricular leadership aspects of the role. Further, this 
study echoed findings of prior studies suggesting that assistant principals deal with far 
more managerial tasks such as managing behaviours and resolving conflict than 
having time to tend to aspects of instructional leadership.  
Measuring Principal Self-Efficacy 
It is important to understand which variables shape and predict a principal’s 
success (Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015). Federici and Skaalvik (2011) asserted that 
principal self-efficacy is one such predictor; however, there has not been much 
research in this area largely due to a lack of valid instruments that can address the 
multifaceted and complex domains of school leadership. Bandura (2001) indicated that 
because perceptions of self-efficacy are context specific, the construction of self-
efficacy instruments should take into account the range of behaviours required for task 
mastery. This means that an instrument should examine both the level and strength of 
efficacy beliefs. Bandura defined level as the degree of task difficulty across a series 
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of related tasks, whereas strength of efficacy beliefs is to be assessed along a 
continuum of beliefs as opposed to a “yes or no” format (Bandura, 2001). While many 
existing instruments include an array of measures designed to capture the range of 
tasks inherent to a principal’s role, they do not effectively capture all of the inherent 
contextual variables and thus have limitations (Federici & Skaalvik, 2011). 
 Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) studied how such variables as principal 
evaluations and school environment influenced principal self-efficacy. No significant 
correlations were found within school setting, school level (e.g., elementary or 
secondary), or student body; however, they suggested that the principal’s perception of 
the school climate was related to how self-efficacy was perceived. They suggested 
further that there is a relational implication between school climate and degree of 
principal self-efficacy. In their desire to examine existing instruments and find a 
reliable and valid instrument to measure principal self-efficacy, Tschannen-Moran and 
Gareis (2004), in drawing upon their work on teacher efficacy scales, as well as the 
work of Dimmock and Hattie (1996) and Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000), 
devised their own instrument, the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES).  
The PSES is an 18-item scale that purposes to assess a principal’s self-reported 
belief across three leadership subscales: Efficacy of Management, Efficacy for 
Instruction, and Efficacy for Moral leadership (See Appendix A). There are six items 
that correspond with each of the three subscales. These items were based on the 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), were reviewed by a panel 
of experts, field tested on ten principals, and then used in a pilot study of 544 
principals from public schools across Virginia (Dahlkamp et al., 2018). Using a 9-
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point modified Likert scale that ranges from 1 (none at all) to 9 (a great deal), the 
PSES, asks respondents rate their level of proficiency or confidence for each of the 18 
items. The scoring can range from 18 to 162. The higher the score; the higher the 
sense of self-efficacy. The construct validity of the PSES “was supported by negative 
correlation with work alienation and positive correlation with trust in teachers. The 
scale has good internal consistence with alphas of .91 for the total scale and .86 to .89 
for the subscales” (Negis Isik & Derinbay, 2015, p. 5).  More information pertaining 
to the analysis of scores will be detailed in Chapter 3 (Methodology).  
The Rationale for Standards 
The assumption of principalship requires individuals to gain a corpus of 
knowledge and skills that often moves them beyond the mandate of their role as an 
assistant principal (Augustine-Shaw & Liang, 2016). Villani (2006) asserted that 
regardless of any previous formation or experience, a novice principal will encounter 
situations for which there is a lack of experience. Leadership quality standards are 
therefore meant to establish a systematic, rigorous, and practical approach to preparing 
and increasing principal readiness and efficacy in addition to providing a metric that 
might be used to assess a principal’s overall performance (Australian Institute for 
Teaching and School Leadership [AITSL], 2014). To understand better the concept of 
leadership quality standards and the need to have such standards, the existing practices 
of the United States, Australia, and Canada (Ontario and Alberta), all of whom have 
conducted recent work in revising national standards, will be examined.   
What is the value of leadership standards? “Standards can be a guiding force to 
states and leadership preparation programs as they identify and develop the specific 
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knowledge, skills, dispositions, and other characteristics required of educational 
leaders to achieve real student success in school” (CCSSO, 2015, p. 5). Creating a 
culture of leadership inquiry requires essentials as: having a shared vision, a focus on 
standards, a collaborative culture, aligned systems and structures, and a knowledge of 
management systems (Lawrenz, Kollmann, King, Bequette, Pattison, Nelson, … 
Francisco, 2018). Leadership standards offer opportunity to look at job role and 
function systematically across multidimensional domains and present indicators 
designed to articulate the skills needed for role success (Murphy, 2017). Further, 
standards offer school leaders “high-level guidance and insight about the traits, 
functions of work, and responsibilities (CCSSO, 2008, p. 5). 
 Davis, Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, and LaPointe (2005) indicated that 
professional standards need to be firmly in place in order for principals to understand 
and be able to improve teaching and learning. Additionally, standards centered upon 
research competencies known to enhance teaching and learning, are essential to 
transforming schools in the context of continuous improvement. Lehman, Boyland and 
Sriver (2014) argued that in terms of implementation, high-quality school leadership 
preparatory programs must be sourced in relevant and rigorous standards.  
Lehman et al., articulated that school leader induction programs should be 
standards-based, include coaching, and collect data to document the effectiveness of 
the newly hired leader.  They further posited that each of these three domains has the 
potential to increase the possibility that novice leaders will more willingly and 
effectively demonstrate desired leadership behaviors.  Lehman et al. sought to answer 
the question:  do recently hired school principals demonstrate the skills, behaviors, and 
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knowledge as outlined in the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) 
Standards? Further, they asked if the ELCC aligned to the Interstate School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) which is the common benchmark for principal 
recruiting, induction, licensure, and professional development in the United States 
(Murphy, 2017).  
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 
According to the Wallace Foundation (2013), school principals are responsible 
for ensuring that academic goals are well-articulated, the learning environment is 
conducive to education, and that teachers are focussed on instructional improvement. 
This statement underpins the work that has been occurring in the United States for 
some time now in the area of standards development and implementation. The ISLLC 
Standards indicate that principals must: work within a well-formed ethical code to 
oversee instructional quality; develop teacher talents; establish a learning culture in 
schools; and work within and beyond the school to secure financial, human, and 
political capital to maintain and advance organizational operations (CCSSO, 2014).  
The first version of the ISLLC Standards was released in 1996, and each 
standard began with the statement "A school administrator is an educator leader 
who..." By 2008, the opening matter was altered with the statement "An education 
leader promotes the success of every student by..." This shifted the focus on standards 
from ‘something principals must do’ to an intentional focus on creating conditions 
conducive to supporting student learning. The Standards were further amended in 
2014 in the leadership domains that pertain to a school’s instructional program, 
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culture, and human capital management, and in the enrichment of the core dynamic of 
the Standards (CCSSO, 2014).  
The ISLLC Standards have been integrated into many but not all states’ 
licensure procedures through the following means:   
• Alignment of ISLLC Standards with state principal professional 
standards; 
•  Requirement of all principal candidates to receive a certain score on a 
standardized examination, which has been validated against ISLLC 
Standards, as a prerequisite for certification; 
•  Requirement of state-recognized preservice principal preparation 
programs to display and defend how program activities prepare and 
determine whether candidates meet ISLLC Standards. (CCSSO, 2014) 
The National Policy Board on Educational Administration (NPBEA), established the 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium standards (ISLLC) for the purpose of 
improving the school principal’s leadership and management skills. These standards 
are outlined in the Appendix C. 
These nationally promulgated standards are based on an understanding of 
current research on education, leadership, and describe processes in which education 
leadership can drive student achievement (NPBEA, 2015). Individual states are 
encouraged to adopt these standards or use them as a guide to establish their own 
similar set of standards to best fit their context. In studying the implementation of the 
ISLLC (2008) standards in New Jersey, Babo and Ramaswami (2016) sought to 
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understand what skills and knowledge domains inherent to the standards that 
principals felt were the most and the least important in promoting school efficacy.  
Utilizing a survey that included 66 items related to the function of each of the 
31 specific outcomes of the 2008 standards, 2,500 principals were invited to 
participate. There were 423 participants, with an equal distribution of males and 
females, which yielded a return rate of 18.4%. Participants also represented a balance 
of elementary and secondary schools with 28 % representing areas of high poverty, 14 
% representing the more affluent areas, and 58 % coming from what would be 
considered average income districts. The findings revealed that the highest-ranking 
item was promoting and protecting the welfare and safety of students (Standard III) 
while the lowest ranked function was influencing state decisions affecting student 
learning (Standard VI). Developing staff capacity and promoting distributive 
leadership also ranked high. It was noted that the principals for the most part did not 
see skills related to fostering community relationships as integral to being an effective 
leader (Babo & Ramaswami, 2016). The study recommended that more intentional 
focus be placed upon studying and understanding the support needed in standards 
implementation and that revisions to the ISLLC might be warranted to fit the ever-
changing context of school leadership.  
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL) 
As of 2015, the ISLLC standards were reconfigured and rebranded as the 
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL). According to the National 
Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA), “the 2015 Standards have 
been recast with a stronger, clearer emphasis on students and student learning, 
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outlining foundational principles of leadership to help ensure that each child is well-
educated and prepared for the 21st century” (NPBEA, 2015, p. 2).   
The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) took the lead on the 
development of the PSEL. The PSEL emphasize a strong priority on instructional 
leadership while placing a primary focus on the overall success and well-being of each 
student.  The process for PSEL development included an extensive review of the 
current literature, input from more than 1,000 school and district leaders, consortium 
discussions, and opportunity for public comment on two drafts before the final set of 
standards were issued (CCSSO, 2015).  
The PSEL are purposed to clearly define the nature and the quality of work of 
educational leaders and inform and shape professional practice. This includes such 
domains as: practitioner preparation, hiring practices, professional development, 
supervision and evaluation of school leaders. Further, the PSEL inform policies and 
regulations that govern the education profession (NPBEA, 2015). While the PSEL do 
not have a federal mandate for nation-wide implementation, the Wallace Foundation 
(2015) acknowledged that the standards do address a knowledge gap that is pertinent 
to the supervision of principals. The Foundation asked:  
If principal supervisors in districts shift from overseeing compliance to 
sharpening principals’ instructional leadership capabilities, and if they are 
provided with the right training, support, and number of principals to 
supervise, would this improve the effectiveness of the principals with whom 
they work? (Wallace Foundation, 2015, pp. 10-11).  
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This suggests a potential gap in leader training and mentorship capacity. According to 
CCSSO (2015) there is a concern that regardless of who is supervising the 
implementation of standards, there are often deficiencies of the right training and 
support to help school leaders, particularly novice principals and assistant principals, 
to build capacity in the domain of instructional leadership. Further, CCSSO (2015) 
articulated that there is no nation-wide consistency in processes surrounding principal 
supervision. This is a similar phenomenon for Canada and will be a factor in the 
implementation of the Alberta LQS; which again, is the same standard for both 
principals and assistant principals. 
As for instructional leadership, NPBEA (2015) revealed that in order to be 
effective instructional leaders, school leaders must engage in a wide range of 
leadership activities that directly connect to student learning. Specifically, 
instructional leaders must: 
• Model learning for others – reflection, personal growth, ethical practice and a 
focus on improvement; 
• Willingly confront issues of equity that impede student learning; 
• Recognize and respond to the diverse cultural and learning needs of students; 
• Develop staff to increase their capacities for improving student learning; 
• Make decisions based on how they will affect student success; 
•  Understand how all systems affect student success; and 
• Share and distribute responsibilities for student learning (NPBEA, 2015, p. 3) 
The moral imperative of what these standards represent and their purpose for school 
and systems leadership is articulated as follows: 
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The 2015 Standards are “model” professional standards in that they 
communicate expectations to practitioners, supporting institutions, professional 
associations, policy makers and the public about the work, qualities and values 
of effective educational leaders. They are a compass that guides the direction 
of practice directly as well as indirectly through the work of policy makers, 
professional associations and supporting institutions. They do not prescribe 
specific actions, encouraging those involved in educational leadership and its 
development to adapt their application to be most effective in particular 
circumstances and contexts. (NPBEA, 2015, p. 4) 
The detailed standards and outcomes inherent to NPBEA (2015) are found in 
Appendix D.  
With a more intentional student-centric focus than the ISLLC and the 
delineation of a common standard for teachers, principals, and senior leaders, NPBEA 
(2015) stated that standards have a direct influence on shaping the actions and support 
afforded to educational professionals and the systems that purpose to support 
educational leader preparation and development. It was further suggested that 
standards shape and influence the public perception of the education profession, 
inform policy, and can serve as a guiding force to leadership reparation programs 
(NPBEA, 2015): 
An expanding base of knowledge from research and practice shows that 
educational leaders exert influence on student achievement by creating 
conditions conducive to each student’s learning. They relentlessly develop and 
support teachers, effectively allocate resources, construct organizational 
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policies and systems, and engage in other deep and meaningful work outside of 
the classroom that has a powerful impact on what happens inside it. (NPBEA, 
2015, p. 1.) 
Use of Leadership Standards Internationally 
Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL). Several 
jurisdictions in Alberta, including the one in this study, have commenced professional 
learning dialogue with school districts in Australia. Thus, examining Australian school 
leader standards is helpful to understanding the Alberta context. In examining 
leadership formation processes in place for Australian principals, Jensen, Hunter, 
Lambert, and Clark (2015), asserted that school leaders have a complex role, and 
although it is thought that Australian principals are generally experienced educators, 
not all principals receive effective preparatory leadership training. This is congruent 
with the findings of America’s Wallace Foundation (2007) and SREB (2007) in regard 
to principal preparation in the United States. Furthermore, Darling-Hammond et al. 
(2010) emphasize that a lack of common standards in leadership development models, 
contributes to inconsistent results. Australia provides its principals with a common 
national leadership standard.  Jensen et al. (2015), reviewed the Australian 
Professional Standard for Principals (the Standard) which articulates what leaders 
need to know as a basis of professional knowledge in order to do their job effectively. 
Essentially a leadership competency framework, the Standard, which is articulated 
from easier to more complex tasks, consists of the following requirements. School 
leaders must: 
• Lead teaching and learning and its improvement in the school through a 
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collaborative culture of planning, monitoring and reviewing; 
• Develop themselves and others through building their own, and other teachers’ 
capacity. This includes supporting continual learning, providing feedback and 
enabling all to improve; 
• Lead improvement, innovation and change to implement the school’s vision 
and strategic plan; 
• Lead the management of the school including managing the human, physical 
and financial resources effectively, ensuring good governance and meeting 
accountability requirements; and 
• Engage and work with the community, developing positive partnerships with 
students, families and careers and the broader school community (AITSL, 
2015a, p. 14). 
In addition to the above, Australian school leaders must espouse the following 
outcomes:  
• Vision and values: principals must develop a vision for their school and take 
steps to implement it. This is evident in the strategic vision, school culture, 
traditions and positive ethos they promote within the school. 
• Knowledge and understanding principals need knowledge and understanding 
of both teaching and learning (including curriculum, pedagogy and 
assessment), but also leadership theory and practice. They must apply the 
combination of this knowledge in undertaking their role. 
• Personal qualities and social and interpersonal skills: leadership and 
management of a school requires principals to be emotionally intelligent, 
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resilient and to act with empathy.  
These qualities and skills ensure that principals can communicate, negotiate, 
collaborate, and advocate effectively with everyone in the school community they lead 
(AITSL, 2015a). Appendix E presents the current professional standards in place 
within Australia. Like PSEL (2015) there are many similarities, yet the Australian 
model has compressed its outcomes into five areas of focus. It is also observed that 
there is no specific reference to assistant principals in the Standard. 
This type of framework is common to other countries. For example, in Canada the 
Ontario Leadership Framework (2013) provides aspiring leaders with important 
insights about what they will need to learn to be successful and articulates to 
jurisdictions what is important for leader retention and recruiting. Like the Australian 
Standard, and those of PSEL (2015), the Ontario Leadership Framework (OLF) 
outlines competency-based objectives essential to school leadership development. 
AITSL (2016) describes three essential learning domains for beginning leaders: 1) the 
development of pedagogical knowledge as a foundation for leadership; 2) the 
development of interpersonal and social skills that equip a principal for change 
management and strategic thinking, and 3) the development of management skills. In 
all three of these areas, leadership formation and mentorship, and evaluating their 
impact are important factors for jurisdictions to consider (Jensen et al., 2015). This is 
further examined in Australia’s Inspiring Principal Preparation program (IPP). 
According to the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (2016), 
the IPP provides jurisdictional leaders and principals a practical set of evaluative tools 
to assess the quality of their preparation programs; including recommended changes 
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addressed in the literature produced by the Wallace Foundation (2013).  The 
recommendations are specifically geared to principal development models that are 
course-based or modular, which are typical of university models. The report 
encourages jurisdictions to consider the following questions when seeking to improve 
existing leadership development programming: 
• Strategic priorities: what are the education system’s strategic priorities? Do 
program participants need to develop particular skills to help them deliver on these 
priorities? 
•  Talent management and identification processes: what talent management 
and identification systems exist and how can the program provider link with and 
reinforce these processes? Does the program target groups of people who are not 
currently accessing leadership development programs but could benefit from them?  
•  Supply and demand issues: what is the future demand for school leaders 
with different types of skills? Does this vary across geographical areas? How will the 
program meet the workforce supply and demand needs of the school sector including 
areas of current and future workforce and skills shortages?  
•  School and system support for the program: what type of funding or time 
release is available from the school or system in order for aspiring principals to 
undertake the program, which may impact the types of learning activities that are 
included in the program (AITSL, 2016, p. 11). These questions are central to 
establishing and implementing standards. Canada, whereby educational decision-
making resides at the provincial level, has embraced a similar set of guiding questions 
in preparing leadership standards.  
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According to AITSL (2015), the Australian Standard also employs the use of a 
learning leadership profile. Designed to guide daily reflection on experience and 
practice, the active work on a personalized learning profile enables leaders to gain a 
deeper understanding of their leadership strengths and determine on their next steps 
for professional growth and development. “The Profiles promote inquiry and the use 
of evidence by encouraging leaders to ask often: ‘What’s happening here and why?’ 
‘What impact am I having?’ ‘How can I become more effective?’” (AITSL, 2015, p. 
8). Such a practice is not identified for PSEL or LQS (at this time). 
Leadership Standards in China. In seeking to understand how leadership 
standards are used on a global scale, Liu, Xu, Grant, Strong, and Fang, (2015) studied 
the development of the 2013 Ministry of Education (MOE) principal standards (China) 
from a policy perspective. Liu et al. investigated the process of standards development 
and the inherent principles through a cross-cultural comparative analysis with the 
United States (ISLLC, 2008) as the basis of comparison. They found that there were 
many similarities as far as the complexity of challenge faced by principals and that the 
two sets of standards had many similarities. Their general findings concluded: 
1. The ISLLC 2008 standards are more technical in nature, focusing on education 
processes and systems for formative purposes while MOE 2013 focuses on 
summative purposes of education processes and systems; 
2. The MOE 2013 provides for greater autonomy in instructional leadership related 
to curriculum and assessment while ISLLC 2008 maintains a well-entrenched 
focus on standards and accountability; and 
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3. The MOE 2013 provides specific guidance on instructional leadership 
knowledge and skill while the ISLLC 2008 provide overarching guidelines. 
(p.251) 
Considering that there were over 620,000 principals in China at the time of their study, 
Liu et al., (2015) clearly articulated the urgency around developing a set of national 
standards that seek to increase principal efficacy and ultimately student success. The 
American ISLLC standards (now PSEL) were therefore of great interest to China and 
to many other jurisdictions including Canada. 
Use of Leadership Standards in Canada 
Ontario Leadership Framework (OLF). The current version of the Ontario 
Leadership Framework (OLF) includes two sets of leadership practices. One set, 
referred to as “core” practices because they are an important part of the repertoire of 
successful leaders no matter their formal positions, include specific behaviors or 
actions aimed at:  
 • Setting Directions;  
 • Building Relationships and Developing People; 
 • Developing the Organization to Support Desired Practices;  
 • Improving the Instructional Program; and  
 • Securing Accountability. 
A second set of practices described in the OLF is intended as a source of guidance to 
directors and superintendents akin to the Model Principal Supervisor Professional 
Standards promulgated by CCSSO (2015). The nine characteristics of the OLF 
include:  
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1. a broadly shared mission, vision, and goals founded on ambitious images of the 
educated person;  
2. a coherent instructional guidance system;  
3. deliberate and consistent use of multiple sources of evidence to inform 
decisions;  
4. learning-oriented organizational improvement processes;  
5. job-embedded professional development for all members; 
6. budgets, structures, personnel policies and procedures, and uses of time aligned 
with the district’s mission, vision and goals;  
7. a comprehensive approach to leadership development;  
8. a policy-oriented board of trustees;  
9. productive working relationships with staff and other stakeholders (Institute for 
Education Leadership, 2014). 
There are many similarities between the OLF and the recently revised LQS in Alberta 
which also has nine areas of focus for school leaders.  
Leadership Quality Standard (Alberta).  Alberta’s participation in international 
studies has been critical in understanding and shaping policy reform; especially the 
articulation of the revised quality standards for both teachers and school leaders. The 
Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) is a large-scale survey which 
purposes to provide comparative international data of junior high (middle school) 
teachers, and principals that focusses on working conditions and learning 
environments. Alberta Education (2013) prepared the TALIS report which was 
conducted by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), 
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included Alberta in the study as the sole Canadian representation in the sample. There 
were 200 schools selected from each participant country. Each school had 20 teachers 
and one administrator partake in the study.  Participants had the option of using a 
paper or online version of the survey. There was a separate survey instrument for 
teachers and principals each taking between 45 to 60 minutes to complete. The Alberta 
data were collected between March and April 2013.  
Highlights of the data collected revealed that on average, a principal at a junior 
high school in Alberta spends a similar proportion of time (39%) on administrative 
and leadership tasks and meetings as the TALIS average (41%). The remainder of a 
principal’s time was split between curriculum and teaching-related tasks (23%; TALIS 
average 21%); student interactions (21%; TALIS average 15%) and parent interactions 
(12%; TALIS average of 11%).  Further, the results revealed that 17% of junior high 
school principals in Alberta had no formal training in school administration, while 8% 
had not received any formal professional development in instructional leadership.  
According to Alberta Education (2013), the majority of junior high principles 
surveyed believed that high workload and their level of job responsibilities limited 
their effectiveness as school principals.  
The TALIS study explored a range of topics pertinent to principal efficacy. 
Principals had the opportunity to indicate the extent to which certain job-related 
factors impacted their effectiveness as a school leader. One aspect addressed was 
principal workload and high levels of responsibility. The results in this category found 
that 88% of Alberta principals indicated that this impacted them to some extent while 
the TALIS average was 72%. Topics such as resource availability, government 
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regulations, professional development, and parental support were measured. For the 
most part, Alberta junior high principals indicated that these were not barriers to their 
effectiveness. This was confirmed when compared to the TALIS averages. One of the 
limitations of the TALIS study was the fact that data on principal working hours were 
not collected. Thus, any differences in the Alberta averages versus the TALIS 
averages of the indicators measured, could not necessarily be equated to how much 
time a principal spends in any given domain. A further domain explored on the TALIS 
instrument was principal job satisfaction; which is a key variable in retention and 
attrition rates.  
There were two aspects of job satisfaction assessed on the TALIS survey; the 
first was satisfaction with the current work environment and the other was satisfaction 
with the profession itself. Measured with a Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree 
to strongly agree, principals were asked to indicate their level of satisfaction across 
such statements as: 
• I would recommend my school as a good place to work  
• I am satisfied with my performance in this school  
• All in all, I am satisfied with my job 
• The advantages of this profession clearly outweigh the disadvantages  
• If I could decide again, I would still choose this job/position 
 
• I regret that I decided to become a principal 
The results demonstrated that the satisfaction of Alberta principals was very high 
(96%), which was the same result as the TALIS average. It was noted that 93% of 
Alberta principals versus 83% of respondents in the TALIS survey agreed that the 
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advantages of serving as principal outweighed the perceived disadvantages. The study 
indicated: “Alberta has a proportion of principals who agree that the advantages of 
being a principal clearly outweigh the disadvantages but would not choose this 
profession again” (Alberta Education, 2013, p. 68). The results also revealed that 
female principals generally reported higher levels of job satisfaction than their male 
counterparts. There was also a higher level of satisfaction reported in school climates 
that were defined as being respectful. Ultimately, TALIS revealed that Alberta 
principals have four or more years of university training, with most having some form 
of formal training in both school administration and instructional leadership. Alberta 
principals further believe that the training they have received has provided the 
confidence and competencies they need as school leaders. Shortly following the 
TALIS (2013) findings, the province of Alberta released a Ministerial Order on 
Learning and set upon the refinement of existing quality standards for teachers, 
principals, and superintendents. It is noted once again that assistant principals are not 
specifically reference as a demographic however, the LQS applies to both principals 
and assistant principals. 
According to Alberta Education (2018) “quality leadership occurs when the 
leader’s ongoing analysis of the context, and decisions about what leadership 
knowledge and abilities to apply, result in quality teaching and optimum learning for 
all school students” (Alberta Education, 2018, p. 3). The LQS was signed as a 
Ministerial Order in February 2018 along with the teacher and superintendent 
standards, making all teaching professionals accountable for their applicable standard 
to the Minister. The LQS applies to all leaders employed in a school authority. School 
50 
 
authority refers to: public school boards, separate school boards, Francophone regional 
authorities, and charter schools. All leaders, including assistant principals (although 
not legislated in the Education Act) are expected to meet the Leadership Quality 
Standard (Alberta Education, 2018). Alberta Education (2009) stated that in order to 
support and evaluate teachers effectively, school leaders need to gain competency and 
credibility in the knowledge and skills necessary to fulfil their instructional leadership 
responsibilities. As per the LQS document, competency means “an interrelated set of 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes developed over time and drawn upon and applied to a 
particular leadership context in order to support quality leadership, teaching and 
optimum learning” (Alberta Education, 2018, p. 3).  Each of the nine competency 
domains are further divided into specific indicators. Indicators, as defined in the LQS 
document, are “actions that are likely to lead to the achievement of a competency and 
which, together with the competency, are measurable and observable” (Alberta 
Education, 2018, p. 3). The nine specified outcomes of the LQS are accompanied by a 
corresponding set of achievement indicators as per Appendix F. 
Quality Standard Implementation Models 
According to CCSSO (2015) strong preparation programs help ensure that novice 
principals have a level of readiness to lead a learning community effectively. The 
PSEL and its earlier iteration as ISSLC were considered the gold-standard of quality 
indicators within the American context (CCSSO, 2015). Additionally, there is need to 
equip all principals (and assistant principals) with the necessary competencies and 
skills to be instructional leaders. This call for a strong level of principal support is also 
prevalent in other countries. In Australia, which has both Catholic (private) and public 
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systems, there are many ways for novice principals to access the professional training 
required to achieve the objectives of the Standard (Jensen et al., 2015). While formal 
university courses are one means, others include: collaborative learning, 
individualized professional development plans, case studies, e-learning, coaching and 
mentoring, simulations, field placements, and applied learning projects. Jensen et al. 
specified that individualized learning plans can be developed in conjunction with a 
coach or mentor to combine feedback that is grounded in real world examples and 
which can increase feedback and practitioner reflection.  While there are other means 
available to examine the efficacy of a given leadership development or principal 
mentorship model, such as program cost, release time, and socialization benefits 
including principal retention, the use of program evaluation tools such as those 
provided by AITSL, offer data that go beyond anecdotal observations, which is a 
common criticism in the literature on program efficacy (Davis et al., 2005; Wallace 
Foundation, 2007; SREB, 2007). 
The need to deepen the efficacy of assistant principals, a recurring theme in the 
literature, is considered a strong factor in supporting standards implementation 
(Murphy, 2017). There is, however, a deficit of research on how to support the 
professional learning of assistant principals. Thus, an understanding of some existing 
leader preparation programs and models is important. 
Ongoing Need for Leadership Preparation  
What are some skills that school leaders need to develop? Gentilucci, Denti, and 
Guaglianone (2013), conducted a qualitative study of new principals to determine 
what support was needed most in deepening leadership capacity. While the sample 
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group of 11 first-year principals from California was selected from persons known to 
the researchers, the findings, based on four domains: coping with stress, managing 
time, creating positive working relationships, and desiring additional mentorship and 
support; revealed high demand of need for further growth.  It was noted that stress, 
which would be classified under Bandura’s (1986) affective state, was a particularly 
challenging factor for individuals who had been appointed principal within the same 
jurisdiction in which they had taught. All candidates (100%) indicated stress, time 
management, and fostering relationships as common challenges, while 91% indicated 
a strong desire to have more mentorship and support to help them manage the 
complexities and challenges of their role. Additionally, the researchers noted that most 
of the principals who participated in the study indicated that there was no formal 
mentorship program in place within their leadership context. In fact, principals created 
their own informal support systems for mentorship and guidance. The need for 
jurisdictions to consider having some form of mentorship program is a recurring 
theme in much of the literature (SREB, 2007; Wallace Foundation, 2007). 
While there is a large volume of literature that speaks to the purpose and value of 
mentorship, there exists very little that addresses the effectiveness of mentorship 
programs. The Wallace Foundation (2007) indicated that one barrier to the furtherance 
of principal mentorship is the lack of data about its efficacy. Most of the data that exist 
on the effectiveness of mentorship programs are anecdotal and seek to determine 
participant satisfaction with mentorship processes versus actual impact on school 
change. Turnbull, Riley, and MacFarlane (2013) in examining principal mentorship as 
an emerging national trend, released a report on the Principal Pipeline Initiative (PPI). 
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An initiative of the Wallace Foundation, PPI seeks to promote and develop principal 
candidates internally within school jurisdictions through partnerships with local 
universities. The findings indicated that effectiveness varies widely from district to 
district ultimately as a result of the prior experience of the mentors and mentees. Set 
structures, firm mentor selection criteria, adherence to mentorship processes, and 
commitment to the development of new principals are suggested as meaningful criteria 
for achieving successful mentorship programs (SREB, 2007). Turnbull et al., (2013) 
indicate that better quality principals will create conditions for increased learning and 
school success. Additionally, those individuals aspiring to principalship require 
rigorous preparation in order to maximize and increase their success as school leaders. 
Haller, Hunt, Pacha, and Fazekas (2016), in comparing the differences between No 
Child Left Behind (2001) and the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESEA) (2015), noted 
that the absence of an intentional focus on principal training has been evident in 
national and state policy for quite some time.   
Approaches to Leadership Mentorship  
According to Darling-Hammond et al., (2010), jurisdictional leaders and state 
policy makers are making efforts to reform their leadership development programs.  
However, the process and systems put into effect differ from state to state.  While 
many states and districts are working earnestly to improve upon their principal 
training models of in-service on a wide scale, others have localized program initiatives 
but have not made systemic changes (Wallace Foundation, 2007).  It is recommended 
that education systems seek to understand the promising mentoring and capacity 
building initiatives that have emerged and create the conditions necessary for 
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supporting leadership teams in facilitating and sustaining the intensive school reforms 
that are underway across the country (Darling-Hammond et al., 2010).  Formal 
university courses, competency-based models, job-embedded self-study modules, field 
placements, professional learning communities, and hybrid combinations of the 
aforementioned, all of which typically include elements of a mentorship component, 
are models utilized in recent years. While there are numerous approaches to 
implementing mentorship for new principals, a recurring observation in the literature 
is the call for training programs to have a consistent set of professional standards 
(AITSL, 2016; Haller et al., 2016; SREB, 2007; Wallace Foundation, 2007).  
The Southern Regional Education Board (2007) indicated that unless local 
universities and school board jurisdictions can coordinate and affect meaningful 
changes and improvements, new principals will not realize any real advantages from 
their mentee internship. The researchers outline two key domains for improvement. 
The first is rethinking how mentors are selected and trained including their roles and 
responsibilities in mentorship processes. The second is addressing the urgency for 
greater investment of resources for all partners: state, universities, and districts. These 
are congruent with the recommendations from the Wallace Foundation (2007), which 
suggests the following criteria be considered for effective principal development: 
• High-quality mentor training should be a requirement;  
• Data should be collected to provide information about what works and does  
not work;  
• The length of the mentoring process should be, minimally, one year, and  
ideally, 2 or more years;  
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• Adequate state and local funding should provide for mentor training and  
participant stipends; and 
• The goal of the mentoring process should be clear—to help new principals  
develop the skills to become effective instructional leaders. (SREB, 2007, p. 4) 
The California County Superintendents Educational Services Association 
(CCSESA) prepared a report (2016) in conjunction with Hanover Research to examine 
the impact of perceived best practices for teacher and administrator induction.  
Research presented in the report indicates that the most effective mentorship models 
are those designed to support a higher frequency of contact and length of contact 
between mentor and mentee. Those mentees who met with their mentor weekly as 
opposed to a few times over the year, self-reported a higher level of improvement with 
instructional skills. SREB (2007) also attests that the ability of a mentor to influence 
positive growth in a mentee is dependent on factors such as program length, funding, 
and the quality of mentor training. The Wallace Foundation (2007) encourages 
structured mentorships focused on new school leaders who exhibit the following 
qualities:  
• Put learning first in their time and attention and know how to rally their entire 
school communities around that goal;   
• See when fundamental change in the status quo is needed in order to make 
better teaching and learning happen; and   
• Have the courage to keep the needs of all children front and center and not 
shrink from confronting opposition to change when necessary. (Wallace Foundation, 
2007). 
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Many school authorities have similar initiatives.   
Assistant Principal Mentorship 
In the context of building leadership capacity of assistant principals, the literature 
suggests that mentorship has an important role to play (Villani, 2006). Many 
educational stakeholders realize that the principal is essential to establishing an 
excellent school. Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) suggested that a focus on developing 
leadership practices produces supportive working conditions which motivate and 
influence the teaching staff.  Furthermore, they add that performance improvement is 
an important aim of school leaders. To meet the increasing demands of their role and 
to lead schools successfully to meet the expectations of twenty-first century learning, 
school leaders need to be more than adequately prepared for the job (Villani, 2006; 
Wallace Foundation, 2007).   
School leaders need to be able to assume their leadership role confidently with the 
knowledge, attitudes, and skills to encourage collegiality, build a team, run meetings, 
evaluate teachers, work with parents, supervise projects, and focus on diversity (Hoerr, 
2005). Over a period of time, the mentor, through the gradual release of responsibility 
(Pearson & Gallagher, 1983) and targeted feedback, guides a school leader, especially 
a novice, to become competent and self-assured (Darling-Hammond, et al., 2007). The 
Wallace Foundation (2007), suggested that the implementation and management of 
many new principal training programs do not adequately nor effectively prepare new 
principals for the demands of their leadership role. In this era of increased 
accountability and educational reform, Rice (2010), upon examining a number of 
Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Educational Research (CALDER) studies, 
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indicated it is most likely that the most disadvantaged schools social-economically, 
will have the least effectively trained and prepared school leaders. Moreover, Rice 
suggested that low performing schools are more likely to have a beginning or first year 
principal.  The need for effective leadership training, becomes increasingly more 
evident (Fullan, 2018; Grissom & Loeb, 2009; 2011). 
The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) (2007) conducted a study on 
principal mentorship and determined that the effectiveness of mentor-mentee 
relationships was very much contingent upon mentors being held accountable for 
ensuring relevant skills and competencies are imparted to their mentees. In a critical 
context, the study revealed that mentors must prepare aspiring principals to be ready 
not just for the first day of the job but every day thereafter. The criticism of the 
existing model, a university competency-based training regimen, describes that the 
mentees were essentially passive participants of the mentorship process. Another 
criticism addresses the need for firm selection criteria of mentors and for jurisdictions 
to expect mentees to be more engaged in the application of specified competencies 
(AITSL 2016; SREB, 2007; Wallace Foundation, 2007). This would include 
leadership quality standards. 
State Leadership Preparation Programs 
Many jurisdictions have partnerships with local universities in developing 
leadership preparation courses whereas others set out to create their own programs. 
Upon examining an array of school leadership preparation and mentoring models in 
the United States, Villani (2006), noted that many state-based programs that focus on 
beginning principal formation are broad in scope and are usually linked to professional 
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certification or licensure requirements (including standards).  In a study of regions 
offering mentoring training, CCSESA (2016) observed that although 27 states require 
all new teachers to receive some form of induction or mentorship program, only 16 
states require their beginning administrators to undertake formal training. In short, 
there are vast inconstancies in how standards are implemented within American 
models. While many American states and Canadian provinces offer a range of 
supports purposed for the mentoring of new school leaders, including professional 
learning consortia, professional associations and organizations, only a few focus solely 
on the development of assistant principals and as observed by Peters, Gurley, Fifolt, 
Collins and McNeese (2016), “leadership preparation programs alone cannot simply 
respond to all societal and situational challenges that will be faced by APs (assistant 
principals)” (p.191).  
The Alberta Teachers’ Association (ATA, 2015) discussed how supportive 
leadership from the school leadership team is important to the well-being of teachers. 
Leaders, therefore, have an increased role and responsibility in new teacher induction. 
The ATA calls for a systematic mentorship approach including the support of district 
leaders, school principals, and other teachers. While the ATA does not offer a formal 
induction program for new principals or new assistant principals, the association 
provides a robust principal’s guide regarding teacher induction which recommends the 
following criteria for professional growth programs: 
1) Be designed for professional growth;  
2) Be ongoing rather than short term;  
3) Be appropriately funded to provide participant release time;  
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4) Be based on current research and best practices; 
 5) Be allowed to constitute the participants’ professional growth plan; 
 6) Be voluntary rather than compulsory; and 
7) Be sponsored in collaboration with the Association. (ATA, 2015, p. 21) 
The ATA’s study, Teaching in the Early Years of Practice: A Five-Year Longitudinal 
Study (2013), was an impetus for the Alberta TQS and LQS revision.  
Theoretical Framework 
Assistant principal self-efficacy and capacity building, like all human learning, 
is a socially situated construct.  The next section of the literature review examines the 
theoretical framework that will ground this study. Merriam (2009) described a 
theoretical framework as the lens through which the research will observe the 
phenomenon to be studied. Utilizing a selected theory or several theories, the 
theoretical framework provides the structure that brings the literature review and 
research methodology together (Grant & Osanloo, 2012). This includes the need for 
all related conceptual ideas and associated terminology to be linked to the framework 
thereby supporting the overall thinking and decision-making processes surrounding 
the research problem(s) and the examination of data (Mertens, 1998). In seeking to 
articulate and understand the personal, behavioural, and environmental factors that 
may influence the self-efficacy of assistant principals, Bandura’s Social Cognitive 
Theory (1989a) will be used as the theoretical framework for this study. This will 
include exploring the Bandura’s domains of reciprocal determinism, observational 
learning, and self-efficacy in terms of how assistant principals perceive they are 
measuring up to the instructional leadership domain of the LQS.   
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Social Cognitive Theory 
Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) asserts that “people are neither driven by inner 
forces nor automatically shaped and controlled by the environment” (Bandura, 1989a, 
p. 8). Rather than a model of human behaviour causation that is unidirectional, e.g.  
the individual is a product of his or her environment, Bandura draws upon the model 
of Triadic Reciprocal Determinism (TRD). He emphasized the role that a person’s 
own motivation, behaviour, and development, including how they process 
information, store information, and utilize knowledge in various social contexts, 
influence each other in bidirectional ways with some factors being stronger thereby 
having more influence on a person’s growth than its reciprocal counterpart (Bandura, 
1989a). 
In detailing the behaviour versus environment segment of the three possible 
reciprocal causation links in the model, Bandura suggested that “in the transactions of 
everyday life, behavior alters the environmental conditions and is, in turn, altered by 
the very conditions it creates” (Bandura, 1989a, p. 4). In examining the need to build 
greater capacity in assistant principals, TRD, with its domains of personal (including 
cognitive and affective factors), behavioural (including one’s actions and habits), and 
environmental factors (including physical and social-cultural) provides a foundation 
upon which to focus the research questions, which once more, are purposed to 
understand the perceptions of assistant principals in understanding how to improve 
their efficacy.  Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the TRD model. 
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Figure 1.  Representation of Bandura’s TRD. (Learningsolutionsmag.com).                                     
Some of the criticism surrounding SCT indicates that it is a very broad theory 
that does not offer detailed description on how social cognition, behaviour, 
environment, and personality are related (McLeod, 2016). Additionally, Spielman, 
Dumper, Jenkins, Lacombe, Lovett, and Perlmutter (2014) noted that not all social 
learning is directly observable, and it is difficult to measure and quantify personality 
objectively. A further criticism noted that SCT tends to ignore maturation and 
biological development over time and does not differentiate how a child learns 
through observation versus how an adult learns (Spielman et al., 2014).  With these 
criticisms in mind, the framework for this study, steeped in the concept of triadic 
reciprocal determinism, will also draw upon conceptual understanding about the adult 
learning component of self-efficacy through the lens of the following: what Vygotsky 
(1978) calls a more knowledgeable other (MKO), through the gradual release of 
responsibility (Fisher & Frey, 2014; Pearson & Gallagher, 1983) and fostering trusting 
professional relationships (Tschannen-Moran, 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 
2015). These additional considerations can be situated within Bandura’s SCT and may 
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offer additional insights into the dynamics of leadership preparation models; 
especially those that are socially situated (Lave & Wenger, 1991).  
The basis of SCT relies on learning through the observation of a model. 
Bandura’s earlier theoretical iteration called Social Learning Theory (1977) describes 
three models of observational learning:  (a) a live model – a person who would 
provide a demonstration of a behaviour, (b) a verbal instructional model – whereby 
verbal descriptions or directions of a behaviour are specified, and (c) a symbolic 
model – this can include figurative or fictional representations of a behaviour, and 
also includes multi-media. It should be noted that the influence of social media is a 
consideration regarding the latter point and is especially worth examining in the 
context of mentoring, especially in matters related to professional reputation and trust 
(Phan, Sripada, Angstadt & McCabe, 2010; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015).                 
Bandura (1989b) further noted that the act of observing does not necessarily 
equate to learning. His thoughts on the interplay of environmental reinforcement 
(external) and intrinsic reinforcement (internal motivating forces) reveal that there is 
a mediating process that the learner uses as part of observational learning. Bandura 
(1979) defines four factors that shape learning behaviour. First is the concept of 
attention. In order to learn a concept, a person must first attend, that is, pay attention 
to a stimulus or provocation of some kind that we observe or experience in our 
environment. Bandura (1977) asserted that for a behaviour to be imitated, it needs to 
be deemed a worthwhile endeavor by the learner. He then describes how retention, 
which can be thought of as how well a behaviour is remembered, is key to the learner 
being able to recall the modelled behaviour so that it might be imitated later. Social 
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modelling relies on the formation of learner memory and the rehearsal of the desired 
skill so that it can be recalled which Bandura called: reproduction. Reproduction is 
the learner’s ability to perform a modelled behaviour. If left to learn by one’s self, the 
depth of understanding might not be as rich as is possible when the desired learning 
outcome is modelled in a face to face dynamic. These four mediating concepts are 
valuable in understanding the dynamic of adult learning that is integral to establishing 
professional development models conducive to supporting school leader efficacy.  
In considering the three types of models (live, verbal, symbolic) of 
observational learning and how Bandura (1989a) mentioned that as people get older 
they draw upon existing experience and seek well-informed others, the interplay of the 
three domains of the TRD model: personal, behavioural, and environmental and the 
four mediating concepts, can serve as means to examine leadership development 
models and their effectiveness. Triadic Reciprocal Determinism, which is central to 
Bandura’s (1986) Social Cognitive Theory, places emphasis on the internal 
competencies of the individual and how they intersect with the external environment. 
Interactions at the cognitive, emotional, and physical level with such constructs as 
rules, regulations, spaces and objects, impact an individual’s actions and decisions. 
Thus, one’s behaviours, shaped by the confluence of internal and external forces, have 
impact on the environment and also shape self-efficacy beliefs.    
These concepts are especially pertinent to this study and add depth to the 
framework in terms of understanding better the conceptual and procedural knowledge 
associated with realising greater levels of self-efficacy of assistant principals. This 
research purposes to understand domains of assistant principal self-efficacy and what 
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experiences participants deem important to their success; particularly in growing as 
instructional leaders and in contemplating principalship. 
Need for Further Study  
This literature review has provided an overview of the many considerations, 
required elements, and processes that comprise standards-based self-efficacy for 
assistant principal formation and development. Recurring themes include the need to 
have greater role clarity with focus on leadership quality standards, provide attainable 
standards to guide the formation process of aspiring school leaders, and ensure 
resources to develop and sustain assistant principal efficacy are in place. Considering 
that a limited amount of quantitative data exist on the role and efficacy of assistant 
principals, more study is warranted toward this endeavor. Given the diverse range and 
composition of existing leadership models, which are predominantly principal 
focussed, and the absence of consistency particularly at the state and provincial level, 
it would be beneficial to examine more deeply the skills, competencies, and indicators 
of efficacy within quality standards, and determine what areas might require additional 
support in terms of  increasing the sense of efficacy of assistant principals (aspiring 
principals).   
Summary  
This literature review examined the historical overview of the role of assistant 
principal which has been identified as an area requiring more study. Assistant 
principals have a challenging and complex role, yet there is little consistency in 
defining the function of the role and scope of work. Whereas there has been a 
predominant focus on the growth, development, mentorship and efficacy of principals, 
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there is not a lot of research in the area of assistant principal development and self-
efficacy. This chapter also examined several existing sets of Leader Quality Standards 
including PSEL (USA), AITSL (Australia), and the LQS (Alberta) and revealed that 
standards are an integral component within leadership training and that there is great 
variance in the operationalization of such models. Finally, Bandura’s Social Cognitive 
Theory (1989a), the theoretical framework for this study, was discussed. 
This literature review, in addition to examining the diverse approaches and 
methodologies that exist in developing leadership efficacy, suggested three key areas 
common to assistant principal development. First, while there has been a large volume 
of research conducted on the role and importance of principalship, there is a clearly 
defined gap in the area of understanding the role of the assistant principal; especially 
in the context of improving instructional leadership capacity (Armstrong, 2010; 
Barnett et al., 2012, Searby, et al.,2017). The predominant themes that arose in this 
area were: 1) the need for increasing the professional knowledgebase needed for the 
demands of the role and, 2) a call for targeted and robust standards-based leadership 
development programs for assistant principals (Searby et al).  The second challenge 
entailed re-articulating the role of assistant principal, especially in terms of self-
efficacy and instructional competency which was deemed essential to addressing 
future principal shortfalls and encouraging more assistant principals to contemplate 
the principalship (Barnett et al, 2012). Finally, standards alone cannot fully prepare 
school leaders for the challenges of the role (Murphy, 2017).  
Effective formation and mentoring processes must provide school leaders with the 
knowledge, skills, and courage to become leaders of change who put teaching and 
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learning first in their schools (Wallace Foundation, 2007). The LQS referred to such 
attributes as competencies: “an interrelated set of knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
developed over time and drawn upon and applied to a particular leadership context in 
order to support quality leadership, teaching and optimum learning” (Alberta 
Education, 2018, p. 3). Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) stressed that rigorous 
recruitment and candidate selection are essential attributes of successful leadership 
development programs and should not be left to chance. There is the need for 
jurisdictions to provide a standards-based framework to give meaning to the leadership 
development process (Jensen et al., 2015; SREB, 2007). This information may be key 
to successful implementation of the LQS in Alberta. Additionally, gaining insights 
from assistant principals as to what they think might better prepare them for the role of 
principal could offer invaluable perspectives into the design of future professional 
learning and mentorship models. 
In conclusion, this literature review reinforces the idea that jurisdictions offering 
assistant principal formation/mentoring programs should gather meaningful 
information about efficacy: especially, considering the complexity of managerial, 
instructional, and ethical demands placed upon school leaders today. It is hoped that 
new information gained from this study on the efficacy of assistant principals; 
especially in terms of instruction leadership, might deepen understanding and praxis of 
training and formation programming needed to articulate better the purpose, function 
and role of assistant principals.   
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
This chapter details the methodology used for this descriptive study, which 
purposed to understand the perceived levels of self-efficacy of assistant principals 
from a large urban school division. This chapter also explains the rationale for choice 
of methodology, details pertaining to the study, the study’s participants, the instrument 
used to collect data, and the method of data analysis that was employed.  
Research Questions 
The purpose of this descriptive study was to determine levels of self-efficacy 
reported by assistant principals of an urban Alberta schoolboard on the Principal Sense 
of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Additionally, this study sought 
to understand the perceived level of importance and perceived level of proficiency that 
assistant principals placed upon the indicators inherent to the Instructional Leadership 
competency of the Leadership Quality Standard. Finally, this study purposed to 
understand what professional learning opportunities and experiences assistant 
principals indicated as necessary to prepare them for the mantle of principalship. 
The specific research questions for this study were: 
1.  As measured by the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & 
Gareis, 2004), what is the overall sense of self-efficacy of assistant principals for each 
of the three subscale domains: instructional, managerial, and ethical leadership, as 
well as their overall sense of efficacy? 
2.  To what extent, if any, do differences in reported self-efficacy exist across 
such demographics as gender, years of teaching experience, years of administrative 
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experience, level of education, level of school (e.g., elementary or secondary), and 
amount of teaching assignment as assistant principals? 
3.  What relationship might exist between the perceived value of the 
instructional leadership indicators of the Leadership Quality Standard (LQS) and the 
self-reported level of proficiency with them? 
4.   How might the self-reported level of proficiency with the LQS relate to the 
level of instructional leadership efficacy identified in the PSES? 
5.  How many Assistant Principals aspire for principalship and what 
professional learning experiences and opportunities do assistant principals suggest are 
needed in terms of becoming a principal? 
Rationale for Methodology 
This study employed quantitative descriptive analysis to deepen understanding 
of the phenomenon of self-efficacy of assistant principals. According to Loeb, 
Dynarski, McFarland, Morris, Reardon, and Reber (2017), quantitative descriptive 
analysis provides a deep sense of the issues, challenges, and problems (the landscape) 
pertaining to a given phenomenon. Loeb et al. asserted that quantitative description is 
not so much focused on the perspectives of individuals; rather, it purposes to ascertain 
patterns or trends that may exist across a group or population. “Good description 
presents what we know about capacities, needs, methods, practices, policies, 
populations, and settings in a manner that is relevant to a specific research or policy 
question (Loeb et al., 2017, p. 1).  In using descriptive quantitative analysis this study 
sought to understand better the levels of assistant principal self-efficacy and 
perceptions of the perceived importance and proficiency of the LQS indicators related 
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to instructional leadership. Identified in the literature review (see Chapter 2) as a 
demographic requiring more focus and study, the landscape of assistant principal 
preparation and capacity building is one that requires more intentionality (Searby et 
al., 2017).  Descriptive analysis does not purpose to obtain a deep analysis of 
individual perceptions and perspectives; rather, it purposes to explore general 
understandings, trends, relationships, and patterns of a given population (Loeb et al.). 
According to the National Forum on Educational Statistics (NCES) (2012), descriptive 
analysis purposes to: 
 •  View the data in the correct context (real-world and research settings),  
 •  Identify relevant information in the data, 
 •  Assess the quality of the data, such as bias in data source(s), and 
 •  Recognize the assumptions, limitations, and generalizability of the findings 
(Loeb et al., p. 7). 
When descriptive research is conducted correctly, Loeb et al. (2017) asserted 
that it can “contribute to a wide range of studies both descriptive and causal in nature” 
(p. 7). In conducting descriptive research, the key function of the researcher is to 
render the data and findings into a format that is both useful and relatable to the 
context of the audience (Loeb et al.). Loeb et al. asserted further that descriptive 
research “does not describe data – it uses data to describe the world for the purpose of 
identifying and imprinting our understanding of socially important phenomenon” (p. 
18). Thus, a descriptive approach to understanding the levels of assistant principal 
self-efficacy is deemed prudent given the issues, challenges, and problems pertaining 
to assistant principal efficacy as identified in the literature. 
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Setting 
The Government of Alberta implemented a revised Leader Quality Standard 
(LQS) that effective September 1, 2019 (Alberta Education, 2018). There is no subset 
of quality indicators for various classifications of administration. All school-based 
leaders, which includes principals and assistant principals, are required to meet the 
LQS. It was noted that in Alberta, school-based administrators belong to the same 
professional association: The Alberta Teachers Association (ATA). Thus, the LQS 
applies equally to both principals and assistant principals. It was also noted that under 
the Alberta Education Act, the current governance policy, there is no official 
recognition of the role of assistant principal. That said, the LQS does apply to the 
evaluation of assistant principals. The inherent quality indicators provide the general 
competencies and skills expected. (See Appendix F for all of the LQS indicators).  
Catholic Context for Leadership Quality Standards 
In Alberta, Catholic schools are publicly funded fully and not considered 
private schools.  To this end, Catholic jurisdictions within Alberta are responsible to 
deliver the same curriculum and use the same accountability metrics, such as the 
Provincial Achievement tests (PAT) and Diploma Examinations. In addition to 
meeting the requirements of the TQS and LQS, Catholic schools have further quality 
standards that apply to teachers and administrators in terms of faith leadership.  
In Alberta all school leaders must adhere to the LQS. For Catholic leaders, both in 
Alberta and in other jurisdictions, there is an additional standard that must be 
addressed: Principal as Religious/Spiritual Leader. The Council of Catholic School 
Superintendents of Alberta (CCSSA) prepared a guiding document that provides faith 
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leadership outcomes for school administrators (see Appendix G). Based upon the 2016 
draft of the Alberta LQS, which is essentially the same as the 2018 official version, the 
Marks of an Excellent Catholic Leader (CCSSA, 2016) posits that superb Catholic 
school leaders are also master Catholic teachers. While embracing the essence of 
teaching excellence, The Five Marks goes beyond teaching to address the roles and 
responsibilities of both Catholic school and Catholic divisional leaders. This 
document, largely aspirational in its scope, provides a Catholic framework that leaders 
could utilize as a companion document to the LQS. The pillars of the framework are:  
• Inspire Catholic leaders in their service of Catholic Education; 
• Offer a role description for Catholic leaders;  
• Provide indicators and offer exemplars;  
• Create conversations around Catholic leadership;  
• Assist leaders as they strive for excellence in their vocation; and  
• Serve as a resource when identifying, recruiting and hiring Catholic school 
leaders. (CCSSA, 2016, p. 1) 
The Five Marks of a Catholic Leader document (see Appendix G) also cites a message 
from the Ontario Council of Bishops who helped craft a similar document in the 
Province of Ontario, which also has a publicly funded Catholic education system. The 
statement reads:  
For those of you in leadership positions---the Catholic community presumes 
and depends on your administrative competence, but also seeks from you 
leadership and vision beyond that of the professional educator.  What is needed 
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is leadership that is rooted in spirituality and calls forth spiritual growth from 
others. (CCSSA, 2016, p. 1) 
The Ontario document served as an exemplar for the Alberta iteration.  The Five 
Marks, which could be thought of as Catholic Leadership Standards, are found in 
Annex E.  
As it stands, these Marks are used, to varying degrees, in the 16 Catholic 
jurisdictions in Alberta all of whom had a role in the creation of the Five Marks 
document. The Five Marks were also used in the creation of a Catholic version of the 
LQS which essentially kept all of the existing indicators but added a faith lens. This 
faith permeated version of LQS was approved by the Council of Catholic School 
Superintendents (CCSSA) in late September 2019 but was not used for this study as 
the survey instrument had been created and tested in Summer 2019.  
Participants 
The unit of study comprised assistant principals serving in the jurisdiction as of 
September 1, 2019. This closed group included both part-time and full-time assistant 
principals. According to the Divisional Leadership Services department, the potential 
total population of participants at the time of the survey administration was N = 134  
(96 females and 38 males). In terms of demographics, participants  presented with a 
range of years of experience across five possible categories to indicate their current 
administration context: Division I ( pre-kindergarten to Grade 3); Division I and II 
(pre-kindergarten to Grade 6); Division III (Grades 7 to 9); Division IV (Grades 10 to 
12); or Multiple levels (K to 9, K to 12, and also central office roles). Participants 
indicated their previous years of experience as a teacher, shared their highest level of 
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education obtained, denoted current teaching time (if any), and indicated if they held a 
teacher leader position prior to becoming an assistant principal. The disaggregation of 
these categories was provided in this chapter to acquaint the reader with the population 
that was studied.  
Participant Demographics 
As per Table 1, the total number of study participants was N = 101 which 
represented a participation rate of 75.4%. Almost half of participants served in an 
elementary (K-6) context whereas 37.6% served at the secondary level (junior/senior 
high). It was noted that 16 participants (15.8%) indicated service across three or more 
levels. This means that this particular subset of people had administrative 
responsibilities for three or more levels of students. Within Alberta, the levels are:  
Division I (Grades 1 to 3 including Early Learning pre-K and K); Division II (Grades 
4-6); Division III (Grades 7 to 9); and Division IV (Grades 10 to12). Within the school 
jurisdiction, there were 20 schools in total, including all new schools built in the past 
five years, configured as K to 9. It would be highly probable that the majority of the 
15.8% who indicated multiple levels, serve within a K to 9 context. For this reason, 
this subset of the population was studied as a group and was not placed in Elementary 
or Secondary (unless they specifically stated their duties resided at a particular level). 
Gender 
In terms of representation by gender in this study, the sample, with 
approximately 69% female and 31% male, was representative of the broader 
provincial composition (Alberta Teachers’ Retirement Fund, 2017). The number of 
female participants for this study was n = 70 which was 73% of possible female 
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candidates, whereas the number of male participants was n = 31 which was about 82% 
of possible male candidates. The largest subset of the population was females serving 
at the elementary level (Division I & II) who comprised 40% of the study population. 
Table 1  
Demographics of Study Participants by Gender 
Demographic Elementary 
(n = 50) 
Junior  
(n = 19) 
Senior 
(n = 16) 
Multi-Level 
(n = 16) 
Total 
(N = 101) 
Gender      
    Female (40) 80% (12) 63% (8) 50% (10) 62% (70) 69% 
    Male (10) 20%    (7) 37% (8) 50%   (6) 38% (31) 31% 
      
Years of Prior Teaching Experience by School Level 
This category sought to understand the distribution of classroom teaching 
experience that participants had prior to assuming their role as an Assistant Principal. 
It was noted that within this jurisdiction it is required that a teacher have a minimum 
of five years of teaching experience before being eligible to apply for assistant 
principalship. The vast majority (96%) had a minimum of seven or more years of 
teaching experience prior to assuming their formal administrative leadership role. As 
Tables 2 and 3 indicate, prior to becoming assistant principals, there was a narrow 
range in the number of years of classroom experience of this population by gender and 
by level of assignment. No statistical significance was found. 
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Table 2 
Years of Prior Teaching Experience by School Level  
Demographic Elementary 
(n = 50) 
Junior High 
(n = 19) 
Senior 
(n = 16) 
Multi-Level 
(n = 16) 
Total 
(N = 101) 
Teaching Experience      
    4 to 6 years          0%   (2)  11%   (1)    6%  (1)   6%   (4)   4% 
    7 to 9 years   (7) 14%   (3)  16%    (0)   0%      (1)   6% (11) 11% 
    10 or more years (43) 86% (14) 74% (15) 94% (14) 88% (86) 85% 
Note: A teacher is expected to have a minimum of five years teaching experience prior to applying for a 
formal leadership position. No participant had fewer than 4 years of teaching experience. 
 
Years of Experience as Assistant Principal 
 Participants were asked to indicate their current years of experience in their 
role as an assistant principal. As per Table 3, there were five strata provided.  In terms 
of novice leaders, with novice defined (for purpose of this study) as anyone with three 
or fewer years of current role experience, it was noted that about 38% of the 
participants met this criterion. This number was comparable to approximately 34% of 
Assistant Principals who had between 4 to 6 years of experience. About 29 % had 7 or 
more years of experience whereas around 11% had 10 or more years of service in the 
role. The number of first year members (n =10) was similar to that of those with 10 or 
more years in the role (n = 11). In terms of a jurisdictional snapshot of experience, it 
was observed that approximately 71% of Assistant Principals had six or fewer years of 
experience. Tables 4 and 5 present disaggregation by level and gender. No statistical 
significance was found in these categories.  
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Table 3 
Years of Experience as an Assistant Principal (Whole Group) 
Demographic Elementary 
(n = 50) 
Junior High 
(n = 19) 
Senior 
(n = 16) 
Multi-Level 
(n = 16) 
Total 
(N = 101) 
Years as AP      
    0 – 1 years  (6) 12%     (1)   5%  (0)   0% (3) 19% (10) 10% 
    2 – 3 years (14) 28% (5) 26% (2) 13% (7) 44% (28) 28% 
    4 – 6 years (16) 32% (7) 37% (7) 44% (4) 25% (34) 33% 
    7 – 9 years   (7) 14% (6) 32% (4) 25% (1)   6% (18) 18% 
    10 or more years   (7) 14% (0)   0% (3) 19% (1)   6% (11) 11% 
 
Years of Experience as an Assistant Principal (by Gender and Level) 
While there was no statistical significance found in years of administrative 
experience by gender and level of school served, it was noted that there was a normal 
distribution across intervals (see Table 4).  
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Table 4 
Years of Experience as an Assistant Principal (by Gender and Level) 
Years                                         n        0-1         2-3        4-6         7-9             10+ 
Group  
Elementary Female  40 5 13 13 5 4 
Elementary Male 10 1 1 3 2 3 
Junior High Female 12 1 2 4 5 0 
Junior High Male 7 0 3 3 1 0 
Senior High Female 8 0 1 4 2 1 
Senior High Male 8 0 1 3 2 2 
Multiple Level Female 10 2 5 2 0 1 
Multiple Level Male 6 1 2 2 1 0 
Totals 101  10 28 34 18 11 
 
Note: N = 101. 
Amount of Teaching in Current Role 
Full time equivalent (FTE) refers to the amount of time a person works. For 
example, a full-time teacher would be considered as 1.0 FTE. Additionally, FTE also 
refers to the amount of teaching time an individual has in a given week. Someone with 
a 0.4 FTE teaching assignment (also known as teaching load), would teach the 
equivalent of two full school days in a given week. The configuration or scheduling of 
a 0.4 FTE load could look different depending on the school context. In a given school 
for example, 0.4 FTE could equate to teaching every afternoon. As illustrated in Table 
5, there was a wide range of teaching assignment across the participants of this study. 
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In terms of the full population (N =101), about 64 % of Assistant Principals taught less 
than 0.39 FTE whereas approximately 36% had an assignment of 0.4 FTE or higher. 
Elementary assistant principals comprised fully two-thirds of those with an assignment 
over 0.4 FTE. There was no statistical significance noted in terms of gender and 
amount of teaching load. But there was in terms of school level served and FTE as 
noted in Table 5. 
Table 5 
Full Time Teaching Equivalent (FTE) in Current Assignment 
FTE* Elementary 
(n = 50) 
Junior  
(n = 19) 
Senior 
(n = 16) 
Multi-Level 
(n = 16) 
Total 
(N = 101) 
    0.00 – 0.19  (15) 30% (6) 32% (9) 56% (8) 50% (39) 39% 
    0.20 – 0.39   (11) 22% (6) 32% (7) 44% (3) 19% (23) 23% 
    0.40 – 0.59 (17) 38% (6) 32%         0% (2) 13% (30) 30% 
    0.60 – 0.79**   (5) 10%   (1)   5%         0% (2) 13%  (8)   8% 
Note: *A Chi-square test indicated significance in the school level(s) served and the 
corresponding teaching FTE associated (p = .019). **One participant had an FTE 
above 0.79.   
 
Level of University Training 
A Chi-square revealed there was a statistically significant difference (p = .04) 
by level of education and level of school.  For example, it appears that while 87%, 
69%, and 58% of senior high, multi-level, and elementary leaders, respectively, had 
master’s degrees, only 48% of junior high leaders had master’s degrees. As this study 
utilized Descriptive Analysis, which purposes to explore general understandings, 
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trends, relationships, and patterns of a given population (Loeb et al., 2017),  the 
significance in difference of Level of Education provided reason to continue to 
analyze the data separately rather than combining Junior High and High School into a 
“Secondary” grouping.   
Table 6  
Level of University Training 
Demographic Elementary 
(n = 50) 
Junior High 
(n = 19) 
Senior 
(n = 16) 
Multi-Level 
(n = 16) 
Total 
(N = 101) 
Level of Education       
    B Ed.  (8) 16% (5) 26%   (2) 13% (2) 13% (17) 17% 
    B.Ed. + Certificate (5) 10% (0)   0%   (0)   0%     (1)  6%   (6)   6% 
    B.Ed. + B.A./B.S. (8) 16% (5) 26%   (0)   0% (2) 13% (15) 15% 
    Master’s  (29) 58%  (9) 48%* (14) 87% (11) 69% (63) 62% 
Note. B.Ed. = Bachelor of Education. *p < .05. 
Prior Leadership Roles 
In order to understand some of the factors that may have influenced the 
reported levels of self-efficacy on the survey, it was important to understand the prior 
leadership experiences of participants. Within the school division studied, there are 
several formal leadership positions that teachers could experience. These included:  
Chaplain: a certified teacher who supports the faith-life experience of students, leads 
the religious celebrations (planning), coordinates social justice activities, and serves as 
a liaison with local parish. While there may be additional duties and responsibilities 
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within this role, it is a 0.1 FTE position within Divisions I, II, and III, but 0.36 FTE in 
Division IV (High School). Principals and Assistant principals sometimes take on this 
responsibility within a given school community, however, for the most part, teachers 
assume this role. There is no additional financial compensation for individuals serving 
in this role. There is no official description of this role within policy; 
Consultant:  certified teachers who work closely with classroom teachers and school 
leadership teams to support an array of student learning needs. Within the jurisdiction 
studied there were several variants of consultant role including: assessment, 
curriculum, early learning, emerging technology, English language learning, inclusive 
(special) education, and indigenous learning. These individuals plan, lead, and 
facilitate professional learning sessions, conduct research on best teaching practice, 
and support classroom teaching and learning. Typically, consultants serve in a full- 
time capacity (1.0 FTE) for a three-year term (with option for renewal based upon 
needs of the division). Consultants receive an allowance beyond their teaching salary.  
There was no description of this role found in policy; 
Department head: typically, a certified teachers at the high school level, department 
heads are subject matter experts who, as per divisional policy: “must demonstrate 
instructional leadership, religious and moral leadership, as well as effective 
management while working collegially with others in the department, school and 
Division” (Divisional Administrative Policy: Role of the Department Head, 2017, 
p.1). These individuals are remunerated beyond their teaching salary (as per the 
collective bargaining agreement) and usually provided a block of instructional time, 
typically the equivalent of 0.14 FTE, to tend to the administration of their respective 
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department and additionally, they serve on a school’s faculty council team. A variant 
of this role is called a Lead Teacher. These individuals might serve at other levels of 
school in a similar capacity, but are not compensated beyond their teaching contract; 
Graduation Coach: certified teachers who serve about 0.38 FTE supporting students 
with meeting graduation requirement. These individuals work closely with teachers, 
guidance counselors, department heads and assistant principals in tracking student 
progress and advocating for supports needed for high school completion; 
Learning Coach: certified teachers who often have specialization in inclusion 
education. Ranging from 0.5 to 1.0 FTE in the time dedicated to this role (it varies by 
school), these individuals may have some classroom teaching duties but also spend  
time modelling teaching practice to support struggling students, supporting the 
paperwork and logistics of individualized educational plans for students, liaising with 
members of the school multi-disciplinary team (e.g. Educational Assistants, Emotional 
and Behavioral Therapists, Speech and Language Pathologists,  Family Liaison 
Support Workers (Social workers) etc.). Learning Coaches are not defined in policy 
and receive no additional remuneration beyond their teaching contract. Assistant 
principals are sometimes tasked to serve as the Learning Coach; and 
Technology Coach: Usually at a 0.1 or 0.2 FTE, these are certified teachers who 
receive some additional training in support of the use of technology in supporting 
student learning and teaching pedagogy. These individuals serve as technology 
mentors to within their respective school. 
On the survey, participants were asked to indicate if they had any prior 
leadership experience as a teacher.  They were able to select from a series of 
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possibilities that may have applied to their context, however, only the top two (if two 
or more were selected) were factored into analysis of efficacy (which is provided in 
Chapter 4). Table 7 revealed that about 14% of participants specified having no 
previous formal leadership role. It was also possible that these respondents chose not 
to answer this survey item. In terms of most common teacher leadership roles, 37% 
had served as a department head or lead teacher, 34% had served as a chaplain, 26% 
had learning coach experience, and 26% had consultant experience. A Chi-square test 
result indicated significance (p = .032) with school level(s) served (e.g. elementary, 
junior, high school, and multi-level) and prior teacher leadership roles. There were 
more individuals who had experience as a department head or lead teacher than in any 
of the other areas. No one indicated Graduation Coach or Technology Coach within 
their top two choices.  
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Table 7  
Prior Leadership Roles 
Prior Leadership Role(s) n Percent 
Chaplain  8 8 
Chaplain & Consultant 9 9 
Chaplain and Department Head 9 9 
Chaplain and Learning Coach 8 8 
Consultant 7 7 
Consultant and Department Head 7 7 
Consultant and Learning Coach 3 3 
Department Head (DH) 21  21 
Learning Coach (LC) 15 15 
Graduation Coach 0 0 
Technology Coach  0 0 
None or No indication  14 14 
Note: N = 101. 
Design and Procedures 
 The design of this descriptive study comprised three quantitative components 
built into one aggregate survey instrument and a fourth element which was qualitative. 
The first component was the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES), the second was 
a list of the Leadership Quality Standard (LQS) indicators in the Instructional 
Leadership domain, the third included a set of demographical questions, and the final 
element provided two opportunities for participants to respond to open-ended 
questions. All components of the survey instrument were presented to participants 
electronically via Qualtrics.  Participants were engaged initially at a jurisdictional 
leadership meeting held on August 22, 2019. At this meeting, assistant principals were 
informed of the study and told that more information would be shared following 
receipt of divisional research approval. Choosing to participate served as indication of 
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consent. The survey opened on September 15th and closed on October 5th. A follow-up 
session was conducted on September 30, 2019 with all participants to address any 
questions regarding survey format or to provide any clarification on any of the survey 
items.  
Survey Instrument 
This study utilized a survey consisting of several parts. The first was the 
Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). With 
permission of the instrument’s creators, this study utilized a quantitative survey that 
was known to have proven reliability and validity in terms of self-reported sense of 
efficacy. The Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale is an 18-item scale that purposes to 
assess a principal’s self-reported belief across three leadership subscales: Efficacy of 
Management, Efficacy for Instruction, and Efficacy for Moral leadership (See 
Appendix A). Using a 9-point modified Likert scale that ranges from 1 (none at all) to 
9 (a great deal), the PSES asks respondents rate their level of proficiency or 
confidence for each of the 18 items. The overall scoring can range from 18 to 162. The 
higher the score; the higher the sense of self-efficacy. There are six items that 
correspond with each of the three subscales. The 18 items do not appear in subscale-
specific order; rather they are mixed to mitigate any sense of pattern or theme. For all 
18 items survey respondents are asked the guiding question: “In your current role as 
principal, to what extent can you…”  Examples of the questions include: 
…Prioritize among competing demands of the job. 
…Cope with the stress of the job. 
…Create a positive learning environment in your school. 
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…Facilitate student learning in your school. 
…Handle effectively the discipline of students in your school. 
…Promote a positive image of your school with the media.  
The wording of the PSES, which originally read “In your current role as 
principal, to what extent can you…,” was modified to read “In your current role as a 
school leader, to what extent can you…” This was done to mitigate potential bias on 
the part of the participants. The survey seeks to understand levels of self-efficacy in 
terms of respondents’ role as an assistant principal. The word principal as per the 
original might have encouraged participants to respond as if they were a principal, or 
not to respond, since they were not a principal. Thus, to maintain fidelity to the 
purpose of understanding assistant principal perceptions of self-efficacy, the 
instrument was modified. No additional word substitutions or changes were made. 
Participants were asked to indicate honestly their levels of efficacy for each of the 18 
items and were prompted in the instructions to “respond to each of the questions by 
considering the combination of your current ability, resources, and opportunity to do 
each of the following in your current position” (Tschannen-Moran and Gareis, 2007, 
p. 97).  
The 18 items inherent to the PSES were based on the Interstate School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium  Standards (ISLLC), were reviewed by a panel of experts, field 
tested with 10 principals, and then used in a pilot study with 544 principals from 
public schools across Virginia (Dahlkamp, Peters, & Schumacher, 2018; Tschannen-
Moran & Gareis, 2004;). The construct validity of the PSES “was supported by 
negative correlation with work alienation and positive correlation with trust in 
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teachers. The PSES has been used internationally and has also been translated into 
other languages including: Arabic, Finnish, Portuguese, and Turkish. A recent use of 
the instrument, the Turkish translation, was determined to have good internal 
consistency with alphas of .91 for the total scale and .86 to .89 for the subscales 
respectively (Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015). These findings are consistent with the 
English version which had an alpha of .91 full scale and a range of .83 to .87 across 
the three subscales (Tschannen -Moran & Gareis, 2007). Having a valid and reliable 
instrument was imperative to this study. Although the PSES instrument dates to 2004, 
it was important to review recent uses of PSES to understand currency and relevance 
for use for this study. 
Use of PSES in Recent Studies 
For a study of principals and teachers conducted in a suburban district in 
southeast Texas, Dahlkamp, et al., (2018), used the PSES to examine possible 
relationships amongst principal self-efficacy, school climate, and teacher retention. A 
purposeful sample of 11 principals and 233 teachers was used. Participants had to 
have been in their current school site for at least two years. The majority of principals 
were female (n = 9; 81.8%) and all were Caucasian. Each principal had on average 
10.6 years of administrative experience including service as an assistant principal. 
Teachers were divided into two groups: stayers (n = 133; 57.1%) and leavers (n = 100; 
42.9%). Each group was predominantly female (75.9% stayers, 82.0 % leavers). 
Stayers were those remaining in the position whereas leavers were those individuals 
who left the position or profession. The PSES was sent to principals electronically. 
Teacher attrition data were also used, and leavers included teachers who changed 
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campuses or even left the profession. The results revealed no statistically significant 
relationship between a principal’s level of self-efficacy and school climate, nor was 
there any statistically significant influence of self-efficacy on teacher retention. The 
researchers did, however, find a statistically significant relationship between 
institutional vulnerability (the extent to which a school is susceptible to vocal parent 
and community groups) and teacher retention (p = .004). Further use of PSES was 
recommended for additional studies (Dahlkamp et al., (2018).           
In seeking to confirm reliability and validity of a version of PSES, Negis-Isik 
and Derinbay (2015, upon seeking to understand the self efficacy of principals in 
Turkey, translated the scale into Turkish. Initially translated by the researchers, they 
checked for fidelity of translation using back translation with two language experts 
and also field tested the instrument getting feedback from 12 administrators. Final 
tweaks and adjustments were made accordingly. The translated copy, called PSES-T, 
was then administered to Turkish principals identified through a regional directorate. 
A total of 420 principals were invited to participate in the study, but only 324 were 
completed yielding a return rate of 77.1%. Negis-Isuk and Derinbay indicated that 
upon checking for missing responses and examining the validity item (one of the items 
called for all respondents to mark “3”), a total of 24 respondents were not included for 
analysis. Results were analysed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The results of their study indicated that the total test 
scale of PSES-T demonstrated good consistency with a Cronbach Alpha score of .94 
(Tschannen-Moran and Gareis determined their alpha to be .91). Negis-Isik and 
Derinbay concluded that there was sufficient psychometric evidence to support the 
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reliability of the PSES-T. They recommended that PSES be used with similar 
populations in other countries.  
In reinforcing the importance for jurisdictional leaders to enhance training 
opportunities for principals’ self-efficacy, Federici and Skaalvik (2011) stated: “future 
research should investigate the antecedents to a robust sense of principal self-efficacy 
and work engagement, and identify possible outcomes for schools, teachers, and 
students” (p. 596). In seeking to understand better the self-efficacy of principals in 
Norway, Federici and Skaalvik reviewed existing self-efficacy instruments, including 
the PSES. While they agreed with Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004, 2005) that the 
PSES was a valid and reliable instrument, they mentioned that such scales cannot 
capture fully all of the important aspects of the principalship. Federici and Skaalvik 
reinforced the need for the measurement of principal self-efficacy to consider the array 
and variety of responsibilities and tasks of principals. Like other researchers in the 
area of principal self-efficacy, Federici and Skaalvik recommended more studies 
involving use of principal self-efficacy scales that explore the many competencies 
required of principals.  
Assessing Instructional Leadership (LQS). Understanding perceptions of 
instructional leadership efficacy is an integral focus of this study. The second 
component of the survey is one that borrows its design from an instrument used by 
Allen and Weaver (2014). Using the 31 outcomes of the ISLLC standards, a five-point 
Likert scale was used to determine the level of importance and perceived level of 
proficiency that principals had for each of the outcomes. Allan and Weaver then 
examined the differences in the level of importance versus the level of proficiency. 
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There are 59 indicators inherent to the LQS. Using all of them for this study could 
contribute to survey fatigue, which Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2014) indicated is 
an important factor to consider in survey research. Survey fatigue occurs when 
respondents feel overwhelmed by the number of questions and amount of time 
required to respond. This can lead to participant disengagement with the survey 
instrument and decrease reliability of responses (Dillman et al., 2014). With this in 
mind, only the indicators of the LQS domain of Instructional leadership were used. 
These were:  
(a) building the capacity of teachers to respond to the learning needs of 
all students;  
(b) implementing professional growth, supervision and evaluation 
processes to ensure that all teachers meet the Teaching Quality 
Standard;  
(c) ensuring that student instruction addresses learning outcomes 
outlined in programs of study;  
(d) facilitating mentorship and induction supports for teachers and 
principals, as required;  
(e) demonstrating a strong understanding of effective pedagogy and 
curriculum; 
(f) facilitating the use of a variety of technologies to support learning 
for all students; 
(g) ensuring that student assessment and evaluation practices are fair, 
appropriate, and evidence informed; 
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(h) interpreting a wide range of data to inform school practice and 
enable success for all students; and 
(i) facilitating access to resources, agencies and experts within and 
outside the school community to enhance student learning and 
development. (Alberta Education, 2018, p.6)  
Instead of using a five-point scale, however, this study used the same nine-point scale 
as per the PSES. Participants rated their perceived level of importance for each of the 
indicators, (a through i), and then rated their perceived level of proficiency with each 
of the indicators.  The response brackets included:  1= Not at all; 3 = Very little; 5 = 
Some degree; 7 = Quite a bit; 9 = A great deal. These were matched intentionally with 
the same scale used on the PSES for purposes of consistency of the overall instrument. 
The instructions for this stated: This portion of the questionnaire is designed to help us 
gain better understanding of how important certain elements of instructional 
leadership are to you, and further seeks to understand your level of proficiency within 
each element. The results of this section of the survey were compared to the findings 
of the PSES: Efficacy of Instruction subscale to determine if there were any variances 
or relationships in the responses, and also served to triangulate findings. 
Demographical Information. The third section of the survey asked 
respondents to provide demographical information which was used in the analysis of 
the PSES and LQS results. These data were shared earlier in this chapter. The 
variables, as per Tables 1 through 7, included: gender, level of school, years in the role 
of assistant principal, years of teaching experience prior to assuming an administrative 
role, amount of teaching time within their administrative duties (if any), level of 
91 
 
university training, and prior teacher-leader roles. The final demographical question 
asked respondents to indicate if held aspirations for principalship.  
Open-Ended Questions. The final section of the survey included two open-
ended questions. The first was a follow-on question to the demographic question on 
aspiring for principalship. Given the choices of “yes, no, or undecided at this time” the 
first short open-ended response item read: “Please provide your rationale for your 
response to the previous question.” The second open-ended question allowed for a 
longer response and included the prompt: “What types of leadership development 
opportunities, if any, would be needed to prepare you to become a principal?”  
Piloting the Survey Instrument 
Piloting a survey instrument is an important consideration for a researcher, as it 
allows opportunity to find potential item errors or flaws that could lead to mis-
interpretation or other ambiguous elements that could impede or confuse respondents 
and potentially impact the validity and reliability of the survey (Ruel, Wagner, & 
Gillespie, 2016). The survey instrument used in this study, as detailed previously, 
included a combination of the PSES (known to have a high level of reliability and 
validity with alpha =.91), the LQS Instructional Leadership indicators, a 
demographical capture, and two open-ended questions. The instrument was field 
tested on 08 June 2019 with a group of nine educational doctoral candidates (including 
four principals, two assistant principals, two classroom teachers, and one university 
professor). The instrument was refined based upon feedback from the test group. 
Initially designed and field tested in a Google document, the survey was re-created 
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using Qualtrics and was further field tested in the first week of July with a group of six 
principals (from the jurisdiction being studied) to check for potential design flaws.      
Ethical Considerations 
The instructions of the survey reinforced clearly that responses were 
confidential and that a strict security protocol for managing the data, such as password 
protected storage, was utilized. It was possible however, that the short answer 
response section solicited responses that might potentially name other individuals, 
schools, or present other identifiable variables. Due to the sensitivity of the questions 
and survey items, it was critically important to understand, respect, and maintain 
fidelity to the confidentiality of respondents. To this end, any information that might 
have compromised the anonymity of a participant was not included in the study. A 
further ethical consideration was the need to ensure that all potential subjects 
understood the voluntary nature of their participation. In terms of the concept of social 
desirability, Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) stated that when a survey is 
facilitated in person, there is a likelihood that respondents might give a favorable 
(socially desirable) response to more sensitive questions. The administration of the 
survey for was done electronically (using Qualtrics) and sought to minimize such 
responses. A final ethical consideration was the logistics of sharing of results and 
corresponding recommendations with participants and jurisdiction leaders. This was 
scheduled for a mutually agreeable date in late Spring 2020. 
Positionality of Researcher 
Through bracketing one’s bias, a researcher attempts to be transparent in 
pointing out such factors as positionality, cultural, gender, and ontological 
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perspectives that could impede the perceived impartiality of the research at hand 
(Fiarman, 2016). Having served as an assistant principal for six years and undergone 
the various training courses within the subject district, and now serving in a position 
that has some degree of influence on administrative training and placement, this 
researcher was profoundly aware of the need to bracket potential bias. This includes 
unconscious (also known as implicit) bias. In being cognitively attuned to one’s 
conscious biases (e.g. what and how a person prefers to do things), the challenge for 
the researcher is to consider how she or he might be responding to stimuli 
unconsciously through inherent or latent bias. Fiarman (2016) stated that unconscious 
or implicit bias is inherent to people of all gender, race, orientation, and identity. No 
one is exempt from this. Yet there are ways to draw aspects of unconscious bias to the 
surface. “Deconstructing our unconscious bias takes consistent work. We can’t 
address it once and be done. We need to recognize these unwanted, deep-rooted 
beliefs and limit their influence on us” (Fiarman, 2016, p. 15). Thus, there is a call for 
accountability in naming and intentionally focussing upon unconscious bias. 
According to Gearing (2004) “the composition of the boundaries in descriptive 
bracketing needs to be naturally firm around the researcher’s presuppositions (p. 
1439). Previous experiences as a teacher, department head, assistant principal, 
principal, and currently in a jurisdictional leadership role, may have given rise to 
attitudes, opinions, and a recollection of experiences that could have shaped 
interpretation of the open-ended question data. This was also noted a limitation (see 
Chapter 5).    
 
94 
 
Survey Data Analysis 
This study utilized both descriptive and statistical analysis to understand the 
findings of the survey instrument. Means and standard deviations were obtained as 
indicators of central tendencies and variability. As per the instrument instructions 
promulgated by Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004), to determine the full-scale 
score, the mean of all 18 items was calculated and a repeated measures ANOVA was 
used to compare the three leadership subscales: Managerial, Instructional, and Ethical. 
The results of the PSES and LQS Leadership survey questions were disaggregated by 
such variables as gender, years of experience, level of school, level of education, full 
time teaching equivalent (FTE) within the current assignment, and prior teacher 
leadership experience. Analysis of the PSES subscale scores involved determining the 
mean score for each set of six items. Independent samples t-tests was used to examine 
the results between genders. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Chi-square tests, 
were used to examine the results by other demographic variables and a correlation was 
calculated to compare results of the PSES (Instructional subscale) and LQS 
Instructional Leadership indicators. The results reported in this study adhered to a 
statistical significance at the p < .05 level.  
Open-Ended Question Data Analysis 
In qualitative research, trustworthiness is used to ensure the inquiry’s findings 
are “worth paying attention to” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 290). This is also an 
important feature to the credibility of a study. According to Popping (2015), open-
ended questions are usually descriptive and allow participants opportunity to be 
spontaneous in revealing additional knowledge that may not be captured on a survey 
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question, present explanations, or offer insights into motivation. There are many 
effective methods to consider in coding written responses (Gonzalez, 2015; Saldaña, 
2016). The responses to the open-ended questions in this study were codified using 
thematic descriptive coding which can be described as “a method for identifying, 
analysing and reporting patterns (themes) within data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 79).  
This method of initial coding was used for a first pass at the written response data and 
allowed for responses to be examined inductively. The written responses to both open-
ended provocations (Aspirations for Principalship and What next steps are needed) 
were disaggregated by response categories to the former prompt: yes, no, undecided at 
this time. Separate word documents were created for each of the corresponding sets of 
responses. Text was read in isolation from any demographic data to reduce reader bias. 
Following five close reads of all written responses (each conducted on different days), 
detailed, line-by-line Initial Coding was used (Charmaz, 2014; Saldaña, 2016) to 
generate thematic categories. “Initial Coding can range from the descriptive, to the 
conceptual, to the theoretical (Saldaña, 2016, p. 119). A research colleague was 
invited to review the findings of the Initial Coding and determine if there were any 
other possible themes. Two additional categories were suggested and utilized 
following the peer coding review.  
Following the Initial Coding process, each set of responses was given a second 
pass using Bandura’s (1997) Social Learning Theory, which served as the theoretical 
framework of this study. Specifically, all written responses were examined for items 
that suggested attributes of: Mastery Learning, Vicarious Learning, Social Persuasion, 
or Affective State. This was done to triangulate aspects of self-efficacy from written 
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responses to those obtained in the PSES and LQS descriptive analysis. The classifying 
of responses to the four domains of self-efficacy was also reviewed by the same 
research peer for intercoder agreement (Saldaña, 2016). 
Analysis commenced with those individuals (n = 44) who identified as 
“undecided.” Thirty-eight (86%) provided written feedback. This was done to get a 
sense of the range of opinions, attitudes, and language used.  The themes identified 
from the “undecided” group were initially used for those who responded “no” as well 
as for those who responded “yes.” This served as a baseline and allowed common 
themes to be coded. Additional themes were identified for both the “no” (n = 21) and 
“yes” (n = 36) groups. These data were shared in Chapter 4 and discussed further in 
Chapter 5.  
Summary 
In this chapter, the methodology of conducting this descriptive study was 
shared as were the survey design, including the specific details on the PSES, LQS, 
demographical, and open-ended questions that comprise the survey instrument. The 
timelines of data gathering, study participants and pertinent setting information were 
described in depth as were the ethical considerations, and positionality of the 
researcher. In total, 134 assistant principals from an urban school jurisdiction were 
invited to rate their levels of self-efficacy across three subscales: managerial 
leadership, instructional leadership, and ethical leadership. The response rate was 75% 
(N =101). The means and standard deviations of the full scale and respective subscales 
were disaggregated across various demographical variables. Participants also indicated 
their perceived level of importance and their perceived level of proficiency with each 
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of the nine indicators of the LQS Instructional leadership standard. This too was 
analysed with descriptive statistics across demographical variables. The findings from 
the LQS standard were compared to the instructional leadership subscale of the PSES. 
Finally, the responses to the open questions were codified and shared. The next 
chapter (Chapter 4) will detail the data and findings.  
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis   
The purpose of this descriptive study was to determine levels of self-efficacy 
reported by assistant principals of an urban Alberta schoolboard on the Principal Sense 
of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004), understand the perceived level 
of importance and perceived level of proficiency that assistant principals place upon 
the indicators inherent to the Instructional Leadership competency of the Leadership 
Quality Standard and, finally, sought to understand what professional learning 
opportunities and experiences assistant principals might suggest are necessary to 
prepare them for the mantle of principalship. 
Research Questions 
The specific research questions for this study were: 
1. As measured by the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 
2004), what is the overall sense of self-efficacy of assistant principals and the efficacy 
score for each of the three subscale domains: efficacy for management, efficacy for 
instructional leadership, and efficacy for moral leadership? 
2.  To what extent, if any, do differences in reported self-efficacy exist across such 
demographics as gender, years of teaching experience, years of administrative 
experience, level of education, level of school (e.g., elementary or secondary), and 
amount of teaching assignment as assistant principals? 
3.  What relationship might exist between the perceived value of the instructional 
leadership indicators of the Leadership Quality Standard (LQS) and the self-reported 
level of proficiency with them? 
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4.   How might the self-reported level of proficiency with the LQS relate to the level 
of instructional leadership efficacy identified in the PSES? 
5.  How many Assistant Principals aspire for principalship and what professional 
learning experiences and opportunities do assistant principals suggest are needed in 
terms of becoming a principal? 
Research Question 1  
As measured by the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & 
Gareis, 2004), what is the overall sense of self-efficacy of assistant principals and the 
efficacy score for each of the three subscale domains: efficacy for management, 
efficacy for instructional leadership, and efficacy for moral leadership?   
In terms of the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES) full scale results, 
Table 8 presents the questions in the order asked on the survey instrument (per 
Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). The average sense of efficacy of all participants 
(N = 101) over the 18 PSES items was M = 6.35, SD = 1.23.  As per the word prompts 
of the modified Likert PSES scale, 6.35 placed the participants between the 
description of a 5: “Some degree” and the description of a 7: Quite a bit.”  This 
suggested that the population overall approached the “Quite a bit” benchmark in terms 
of overall efficacy. The three PSES questions that had the highest levels of reported 
efficacy were: #14, “Promote acceptable behavior among students” (M = 7.41); # 13, 
“Handle effectively the discipline of students in your school” (M = 7.13); and #6, 
“Create a positive learning environment in your school” (M = 7.12). Items #14 and 
#13 are part of the Efficacy for Moral Leadership subscale whereas #6 is from 
Efficacy for Instructional Leadership. The lowest three items were: #7, “Raise student 
100 
 
achievement on standardized tests” (M = 5.45); #12, “Shape operational polices and 
procedures that are necessary to manage your school” (M = 5.30); and #11, “Maintain 
control of your daily schedule” (M = 5.09). Item # 7 fell under the Instructional 
Leadership subscale whereas, #12 and # 11 were from the Efficacy for Management 
subscale.  
Table 8 
 
 Principal (School Leader) Sense of Efficacy (Full Scale) 
 
PSES Items   M  SD 
1. Facilitate student learning… 6.58 1.73 
2. Generate enthusiasm for a shared vision for the school? 6.65 1.85 
3. Handle the time demands… 5.82 1.95 
4. Manage change in your school? 6.29 1.77 
5. Promote school spirit among a large majority of the 
student population? 
6.53 1.72 
6. Create a positive learning environment in your school? 7.12 1.70 
7. Raise student achievement on standardized tests? 5.45 1.49 
8. Promote a positive image of your school with the media? 5.79 1.44 
9. Motivate teachers? 6.75 1.54 
10. Promote the prevailing values of the community in your 
school? 
6.60 1.77 
11. Maintain control of your daily schedule? 5.09 1.96 
12. Shape the operational policies and procedures necessary 
to manage your school? 
5.30 2.34 
13. Handle effectively the discipline of students in your 
school? 
7.13 1.42 
14. Promote acceptable behavior among students? 7.41 1.36 
15. Handle the paperwork…? 6.30 1.78 
16.Promote ethical behavior among school personnel? 6.79 1.60 
17.Cope with the stress of the job? 6.24 1.76 
18. Prioritize among competing demands of the job? 6.37 1.69 
Overall Efficacy Rating 6.35 1.23 
Note: N = 101 (respondents) 
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PSES Subscale Results 
The subscale scores were derived by calculating the mean score for each set of 
six corresponding items. The next three tables (9, 10, and 11) present the results for 
the items pertinent to each of the three subscales. Corresponding items were ranked 
from highest level of efficacy (determined by mean score) to lowest. 
Efficacy for Managerial Leadership Results 
This was the subscale domain that presented with the lowest overall efficacy 
score. Prioritizing the competing demands of the job ranked highest (M = 6.37, SD = 
1.69) with the handling of paperwork a close second and coping with the stress of the 
job third place. These values approached the “Quite a bit” benchmark whereas, 
handling the demands of the job (M = 5.82, SD = 1.78), shaping policy and procedure 
(M = 5.30, SD = 2.34), and maintaining control of one’s daily schedule, which was the 
lowest scoring PSES item overall (M = 5.09, SD = 1.96), all were closer the 
description of “Some degree” of efficacy. 
Table 9  
 
Efficacy for Management Results 
 
PSES Item M SD 
18. Prioritize among competing of the demands job? 6.37 1.69 
15. Handle the paperwork of the job? 6.30 1.78 
17.Cope with the stress of the job? 6.24 1.76 
3. Handle the time demands of the job? 5.82 1.95 
12. Shape the operational policies and procedures that 
are necessary to manage your school? 
5.30 2.34 
11. Maintain control of your daily schedule? 5.09 1.96 
Overall Efficacy for Management 5.85 1.50 
Note: N = 101 (respondents). 
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Efficacy for Instructional Leadership Results 
With a mean score of M = 6.47, SD = 1.35, the Instructional Leadership 
subscale had the second highest level of overall efficacy. Item # 6, creating a positive 
school learning environment was the highest scoring item which placed higher than 
the “Quite a bit” of efficacy benchmark. The next four items: motivating teachers, 
enthusiasm for shared school vision facilitating student learning, and change 
management, all reflected the “Quite a bit” threshold. The outlier for this subscale was 
#7: Raise student achievement of standardized tests. This had a mean score of M = 
5.45, SD = 1.49 which reflected “some degree” of efficacy. 
Table 10 
 
 Efficacy for Instructional Leadership 
 
PSES Item                                                     M SD 
6. Create a positive learning environment in your school? 7.12 1.70 
9. Motivate teachers? 6.75 1.54 
2. Generate enthusiasm for a shared vision for the 
school? 
6.65 1.85 
 
1. Facilitate student learning in your school? 6.58 1.73 
 
4. Manage change in your school? 6.29 1.77 
7. Raise student achievement on standardized tests? 5.45 1.49 
Overall Efficacy for Instructional Leadership  6.47 1.35 
Note: N = 101 (respondents). 
 
Efficacy for Ethical Leadership Results 
  This subscale presented the highest level of efficacy of the three subscales with 
an overall mean score of 6.70 (SD = 1.27) which represented the “Quite a bit” level of 
overall efficacy. Two of the items: # 14: promoting acceptable behavior, and #13: 
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handling student discipline, were the highest scored items. Promoting the ethical 
behavior of staff, promoting community values, and promoting school spirit all scored 
near the “Quite a bit” level with a mean score range of M = 6.79 to 6.53. The lowest 
scoring item in this subscale was #8: Promoting a positive image of the school in the 
media, which had a mean score of M = 5.79, SD = 1.44.  
Table 11  
 
Efficacy for Moral Leadership  
  
PSES Item  M SD 
14. Promote acceptable behavior among students? 7.41 1.36 
13. Handle effectively the discipline of students in your school? 7.13 1.42 
16.Promote ethical behavior among school personnel? 6.79 1.60 
10. Promote the prevailing values of the community in your school? 6.60 1.77 
5. Promote school spirit among a large majority of the student 
population? 
6.53 1.72 
8. Promote a positive image of your school with the media? 5.79 1.44 
Overall Efficacy for Ethical Leadership 6.70 1.27 
Note: N = 101(respondents). 
 
Summary of Research Question 1 Findings 
The overall level of efficacy for the participants (N = 101) was found to be M = 
6.35, SD = 1.23 (Approaching Quite a bit) and the scores for the three subscales in 
order of lowest to highest sense of efficacy were: Managerial Leadership (M = 5.85; 
SD = 1.50), Instructional Leadership (M = 6.47; SD = 1.35), and Ethical Leadership 
(M = 6.70; SD = 1.27).   
Research Question 2. 
To what extent, if any, do differences in reported self-efficacy exist across 
such demographics as gender, years of teaching experience, years of administrative 
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experience, level of education, level of school (e.g., elementary or secondary), and 
amount of teaching assignment as assistant principals?  
Disaggregation by Group 
 Table 12 presents PSES disaggregation by the various groupings within the 
study participants. Independent samples t-tests were used to examine the results 
between genders. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Chi-square tests were 
conducted to examine the results by other demographic variables. The results reported 
adhered to a statistical significance at the p < .05 level. In terms of gender, it was 
observed that female participants had higher levels of reported efficacy than their male 
counterparts. While there were no participants with fewer than 4 to 6 years of teaching 
experience prior to assuming their school leadership role, those having 10 or more 
years presented with the highest levels of efficacy on all three subscales.  As for 
results measured by years in the role as Assistant Principal, it was noted that those in 
their second or third year, had the highest results across all subscales. In examining the 
level of education of participants and any potential impact on efficacy, it was noted 
that those individuals holding both a B.Ed. and other undergraduate degree had the 
highest level of Managerial Efficacy (M = 6.18, SD = 1.82) whereas those with a 
Master’s degree (63% of all participants) has the highest Instructional, Moral, and 
overall sense of efficacy scores.  
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Table 12 
 PSES Disaggregation by Group 
Demographic             n Efficacy for 
Management 
M (SD) 
Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Leadership 
M (SD) 
Efficacy for 
Moral 
Leadership 
M (SD) 
Total 
M (SD) 
Gender  - - - - 
Female    70 5.93 (1.51) 6.52 (1.38) 6.81 (1.28) 6.42 (1.23) 
Male 31 5.68 (1.48) 6.36 (1.30) 6.47 (1.21) 6.17 (1.22) 
Prior Years 
Teaching  
 - - - - 
    0 – 1    0 - - - - 
    2 – 3     0 - - - - 
    4 – 6     4 5.42 (0.86) 5.46 (0.98) 5.83 (1.29) 5.57 (0.96) 
    7 – 9   11 5.67 (1.61) 6.47 (1.72) 6.27 (1.71) 6.14 (1.49) 
    10 or more  86 5.90 (1.51) 6.52 (1.31) 6.80 (1.19) 6.41 (1.20) 
Years as AP  - - - - 
    0 – 1  10 5.78 (1.29) 6.17 (1.50) 6.73 (1.56) 6.23 (1.30) 
    2 – 3   28 6.49 (1.43) 6.99 (1.31) 7.02 (0.99) 6.84 (1.14) 
    4 – 6  34 5.73 (1.49) 6.32 (1.44) 6.56 (1.45) 6.02 (1.35) 
    7 – 9   18 5.43 (1.62) 6.32 (1.24) 6.57 (1.25) 6.10 (1.18) 
    10 or more  11 5.38 (1.35) 6.17 (1.01) 6.58 (1.11) 6.04 (0.84) 
Level of Education   - - - - 
   Bachelor Ed. 17 5.66 (1.18) 6.49 (1.31) 6.55 (1.15) 6.23 (1.13) 
    B.Ed. + Certificate  6 4.89 (1.43) 5.44 (0.65) 5. 69 (0.65) 5.34 (0.73) 
    B.Ed. + other 
degree(s) 
15 6.18 (1.82) 6.43 (1.84) 6.51 (1.74) 6.37 (1.66) 
    Master’s  63 5.91 (1.49) 6.58 (1.26) 6.89 (1.17) 6.46 (1.15) 
  
PSES Disaggregation by School Level Demographics 
The next table (13) examines the full and subscale PSES results by school level 
demographics including: level of school and the amount of teaching assignment within 
participants’ current administrative assignment. In all cases, those assistant principals 
who served at a multi-level school (e.g. K to 9) had the highest scores, whereas those 
within the High School context has the lowest across all scales. In terms of teaching 
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load, those having an assignment of 0.4 to 0.6 FTE had the highest level of 
instructional efficacy.  It was also observed that those having 0.6 FTE or higher had 
the highest result in terms of managerial efficacy; however, this was only an n = 9.   
Table 13   
PSES Disaggregated by School-Level Demographics 
Demographic n Efficacy for 
Management 
M (SD) 
Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Leadership 
M (SD) 
Efficacy 
for Moral 
Leadership 
M (SD) 
Total 
M (SD) 
Level   - - - - 
    Elementary 50 5.75 (1.46) 6.64 (1.46) 6.74 (1.29) 6.38 (1.26) 
    Junior High 19 5.69 (1.50) 6.15 (1.36) 6.56 (1.31) 6.14 (1.25) 
    Senior High 16 5.66 (1.74) 6.05 (0.95) 6.51 (1.23) 6.07 (1.13) 
    Multi-Level 16 6.55 (1.29) 6.76 (1.25) 6.99 (1.23) 6.77 (1.18) 
Teaching FTE      
    0.00 – 0.19  39 5.82 (1.83) 6.52 (1.61) 6.67 (1.45) 6.34 (1.49) 
    0.20 – 0.39   23 5.88 (1.19) 6.27 (1.19) 6.78 (1.32) 6.31 (1.21) 
    0.40 – 0.59 30 5.84 (1.16) 6.60 (1.00) 6.74 (0.91) 6.39 (0.86) 
    0.60 – 0.79*   8 5.94 (1.50) 6.42 (1.76) 6.56 (1.60) 6.31 (1.55) 
Note. * There was one participant having 0.80-1.00 FTE. These results are not included. 
Disaggregation by Prior Teacher Leadership Experience 
Survey respondents were asked to indicate if they had any formal school-level 
leadership roles prior to becoming an assistant principal. As mentioned in Chapter 3, 
participants were able to select from an array of choices that are well known and 
established within the school jurisdiction. Up to two choices (if provided and in the 
order provided) were considered for Table 14 which examined the PSES scores in the 
four aggregate teacher leadership categories: Chaplain, Consultant, Department head, 
and Learning Coach. In all instances, those who had department head (or lead teacher) 
experience scored the highest compared to other school-based roles. There were 14% 
of the participants who did not or chose not to indicate. 
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Table 14  
PSES Disaggregated by Prior Leadership Experiences 
Demographic n Efficacy for 
Management 
M (SD) 
Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Leadership 
M (SD) 
Efficacy for 
Moral 
Leadership 
M (SD) 
Total 
M (SD) 
Prior Leadership Role   - - - - 
Chaplain 34 5.77 (1.56) 6.44 (1.27) 6.56 (1.21) 6.25 (1.20) 
Consultant 26 5.93 (1.31) 6.47 (1.24) 6.78 (1.06) 6.39 (1.12) 
Department Head* 37 6.12 (1.58) 6.50 (1.31) 6.79 (1.26) 6.47 (1.28) 
Learning Coach  26 5.44 (1.44) 6.26 (1.40) 6.44 (1.27) 6.04 (1.17) 
None (or not provided) 14 5.26 (1.42) 6.44 (1.72) 6.67 (1.57) 6.12 (1.44) 
Note: * or lead teacher. These data reflect up to the first two choices provided by respondents. No 
candidates selected Graduation Coach or Technology Coach. 
 
Research Question 3 
What relationship might exist between the perceived value of the instructional 
leadership indicators of the Leadership Quality Standard (LQS) and the self-reported 
level of proficiency with them? 
Leader Quality Standard Instructional Leadership Indicators 
As indicated in Chapter 3, this portion of the survey instrument asked 
participants to rate their perceived level of importance and their perceived level of 
proficiency with the nine indicators that are inherent to the instructional leadership 
portion of the LQS. Similar in design to the PSES, respondents used a modified Likert 
Scale to rate each item. It was noted that the study participants were already familiar 
with the Instructional Leadership indicators, having had access to the draft LQS 
document since 2016 and through professional learning sessions offered through the 
division as well as training opportunities offered by the Alberta Teacher’s Association 
and local learning consortia. 
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Desegregation of LQS Results 
Table 15 provides the descriptive statistics for each of the indicators. Ensuring 
that student instruction addresses learning outcomes outlined in programs of study 
had the highest importance (M = 7.97, SD = 1.20). The least important was 
Facilitating the use of a variety of technologies to support learning (M = 6.36, SD = 
1.63). The indicator having highest level of proficiency was: Ensuring that student 
assessment and evaluation processes are fair, appropriate, and evidence informed (M 
= 7.42, SD = 1.24). The indicator with the lowest level of proficiency was: Facilitating 
access to resources, agencies and experts within and outside the school community to 
enhance student learning and development (M = 6.62, SD = 1.68). Overall, 
Importance (M = 7.16, SD = 1.10) was rated higher than Proficiency (M = 7.08, SD = 
1.16). 
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Table 15 
 Leader Quality Standard Indicators for Instructional Leadership 
Instructional Leadership Indicators M  SD 
a) Building the capacity of teachers to respond to 
the learning needs of all students. 
- - 
Level of Importance 7.78 1.57 
Level of Proficiency 7.27 1.94 
b) Implementing professional growth, supervision 
and evaluation processes to ensure that all 
teachers meet the Teacher Quality Standard 
- - 
Level of Importance 7.54 1.74 
Level of Proficiency 7.41 1.64 
c) Ensuring that student instruction addresses 
learning outcomes outlined in programs of study. 
- - 
Level of Importance 7.97 1.20 
Level of Proficiency 7.01 1.56 
d) Facilitating mentorship and induction supports 
for teachers. 
- - 
Level of Importance 7.59 1.66 
Level of Proficiency 7.32 1.73 
e) Demonstrating a strong understanding of 
effective pedagogy and curriculum. 
- - 
Level of Importance 7.40 1.73 
Level of Proficiency 6.84 1.38 
f) Facilitating the use of a variety of technologies 
to support learning for all students. 
- - 
Level of Importance 6.36 1.63 
Level of Proficiency 6.93 1.55 
g) Ensuring that student assessment and 
evaluation processes are fair, appropriate, and 
evidence informed 
- - 
Level of Importance 6.91 1.46 
Level of Proficiency 7.42 1.24 
h) Interpreting a wide range of data to inform 
school practice and enable success for all 
students. 
- - 
Level of Importance 6.36 1.57 
Level of Proficiency 6.87 1.35 
i) Facilitating access to resources, agencies and 
experts within and outside the school community 
to enhance student learning and development. 
- - 
Level of Importance 6.51 1.71 
Level of Proficiency 6.62 1.68 
Note: N =101. 
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LQS Instructional Leadership Disaggregation by Group 
 
Using the same methodology per examining the PSES data, Tables 16 through 
18 illustrated the corresponding levels of importance and levels of proficiency by the 
various demographical entities.  These tables presented the overall mean scores for the 
full set of nine LQS Instructional Leadership indicators. As indicated in Table 16, the 
males presented with both highest indication of indicator importance and level of 
proficiency. Those who had the least amount of teaching experience (4 to 6 years) had 
the highest level of importance but those with 7 to 9 years had the highest level of 
proficiency. As for the umber of years in the role as an Assistant Principal, those 
having less than one year of experience indicated the highest levels of both importance 
and proficiency. Those holding a Bachelor of Education assigned a higher level of 
importance to the Instructional Leadership indicators and additionally, had the highest 
level of reported proficiency.    
LQS Instructional Leadership Disaggregation by Group 
 
In terms of gender, males had the highest mean scores for both importance and 
proficiency. As for years of teaching experience prior to assuming the role of Assistant 
principal, those having between 4 to 6 years, albeit only a sample of n = 4, had the 
highest level of importance and those having 7 to 9 years of teaching had the highest 
level of proficiency with the indicators. Those persons within their first year of school 
leadership expressed the highest level of importance as well as proficiency in 
instructional leadership. As for level of education, those possessing a Bachelor of 
Education indicated the highest level of importance and proficiency. No statistical 
significance was found for any of these variables. See Table 16. 
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Table 16 
LQS Instructional Leadership Disaggregation by Group 
 
Demographic n Level of Importance 
M (SD) 
Level of Proficiency 
M (SD) 
Gender  - - 
Female    70 7.07 (1.07) 7.02 (1.11) 
Male 31 7.35 (1.16) 7.21 (1.27) 
Prior Years Teaching*     
    4 – 6     4 7.44 (0.86) 7.08 (1.30) 
    7 – 9   11 7.32 (0.76) 7.30 (0.83) 
    10 or more  86 7.12 (1.15) 7.05 (1.20) 
Years as AP  - - 
    0 – 1  10 7.22 (1.30) 7.18 (1.43) 
    2 – 3   28 7.19 (1.06) 7.12 (1.09) 
    4 – 6  34 7.15 (1.05) 7.07 (1.12) 
    7 – 9   18 7.19 (1.19) 7.09 (1.40) 
    10 or more  11 6.96 (1.18) 6.89 (0.88) 
Level of Education   - - 
   Bachelor Ed. 17 7.60 (1.22) 7.46 (1.15) 
    B.Ed. + Certificate   6 6.41 (1.05) 6.35 (1.02) 
    B.Ed. + other degree(s) 15 7.39 (0.81) 7.05 (1.17) 
    Master’s  63 7.06 (1.09) 7.05 (1.16) 
Note: There were no participants having fewer than 4-6 years of teaching experience. 
LQS Instructional Leadership Disaggregated by School-Level Demographics 
The next table (17) examined the level of importance and the level of 
proficiency by level of school and the amount of teaching time (FTE) that was part of 
the respondent’s current context. Assistant principals serving in a junior high context 
ascribed the highest level of importance whereas, those serving in multi-level schools 
(e.g. K to 9) presented with the highest level of proficiency. With respect to the 
amount of teaching assignment, those having between 0.4 and 0.59 FTE (n = 30) 
indicated both the highest level of importance and the highest level of proficiency.  
The only area of statistical significance was found in the relationship of FTE and 
Level of Importance with p =.034. 
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Table 17 
LQS Instructional Leadership Disaggregated by School-Level Demographics 
Demographic n Level of Importance 
M (SD) 
Level of Proficiency 
M (SD) 
Level of School  -  
    Elementary 50 7.12 (1.18) 7.02 (1.26) 
    Junior High 19 7.46 (0.62) 7.46 (0.84) 
    Senior High 16 6.65 (1.07) 6.60 (0.94) 
    Multi-Level 16 7.40 (1.20) 7.26 (1.25) 
Teaching FTE*    
    0.00 – 0.19  39 7.14 (1.18) 7.10 (1.21) 
    0.20 – 0.39   23 6.94 (1.12) 6.89 (1.28) 
    0.40 – 0.59 30 7.33 (1.06) 7.32 (1.05) 
    0.60 – 0.79 8 7.24 (0.62) 6.78 (0.81) 
    0.80 – 1.00             1         5.56    -          5.44    - 
Note. * p =.034 in terms of Level of Importance and FTE. 
 
LQS Importance and Proficiency per Prior Leadership Experience  
Table 18 examined the level of importance and the level of proficiency in 
relationship to prior teacher leadership roles held prior to becoming an assistant 
principal. Those individuals who had prior experience as a consultant assigned the 
highest level of importance to the instructional leadership indicators. However, it was 
those who had experience as a school chaplain who had the highest reported level of 
proficiency but this was just 0.01 higher than those who had been consultants.  No 
statistical significance was observed amongst these variables. 
 
 
 
 
 
113 
 
Table 18 
LQS Instructional Leadership Disaggregation by Prior Leadership Role(s)  
Demographic n Level of 
Importance 
M (SD) 
Level of 
Proficiency 
M (SD) 
Prior Leadership Role  - - 
Chaplain 34 7.26 (1.03) 7.19 (1.05) 
Consultant 26 7.27 (0.97) 7.18 (1.04) 
Department Head 37 7.16 (1.21) 7.03 (1.35) 
Learning Coach  26 6.93 (1.18) 6.82 (1.22) 
None (or not provided) 14 6.83 (1.12) 6.94 (0.98) 
Note: No candidates selected Graduation Coach or Technology Coach. 
 
Correlation of LQS Importance vs Proficiency 
In order to determine what relationship might exist between the perceived 
importance of the instructional leadership indicators and the self-reported level of 
proficiency with them, a Pearson Correlation was conducted. There was a very strong 
correlation observed between the two variables with r(99) =.93, p <.001. 
Research Question 4  
How might the level of instructional leadership efficacy identified in the PSES 
relate to the self-reported level of proficiency with the LQS? 
PSES Instructional Subscale and LQS Instructional Comparison by Group 
By comparing the mean scores and standard deviation results of the PSES 
Instructional subscale and the LQS Instructional Leadership indicators, it was 
observed that women had higher scores on the PSES whereas men had higher scores 
on the LQS (See Table 19). An ANOVA revealed that there were significant 
differences in two of the respected measures (F(956) = 2.00, p < .001.). These 
measures included gender and PSES Instructional subscale, gender and LQS 
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proficiency, and PSES Instructional subscale and LQS proficiency. Through 
conducting a series of paired samples t-tests that examined the mean scores of LQS 
Instructional Leadership proficiency versus PSES Instructional subscale, there was no 
statistical significance found for males but there was for females (p <.001). Pearson 
correlations were conducted to compare results of the PSES (Instructional subscale) 
and LQS Instructional Leadership indicators. There were moderate correlations: r(68) 
= 0.48, p < .001 for females, and r(29) = 0.40,  p = .025 for males.  
In terms of years of prior teaching experience, those with ten or more years 
scored higher on the PSES whereas those with 7 to 9 years scored higher on LQS 
proficiency. Assistant principals in the role for 2 to 3 years scored higher on PSES but 
it was those within their first year that indicated highest level of proficiency on the 
LQS. In examining level of education, those holding a master’s degree scored highest 
on the PSES whereas, those with a Bachelor of Education indicated highest levels of 
instructional proficiency on LQS. There was no statistical significance found across 
any of these variables. 
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Table 19 
PSES Instructional Subscale and LQS Instructional Comparison by Group 
Demographic n PSES 
Instructional 
Subscale 
M (SD) 
LQS 
Instructional 
Proficiency 
M (SD) 
Gender  - - 
Female    70 6.52 (1.38) 7.02 (1.11) 
Male 31 6.36 (1.30) 7.21 (1.27) 
Prior Years Teaching   - 
    4 – 6     4 5.46 (0.98) 7.08 (1.30) 
    7 – 9   11 6.47 (1.72) 7.30 (0.83) 
    10 or more  86 6.52 (1.31) 7.05 (1.20) 
Years as AP  - - 
    0 – 1  10 6.17 (1.50) 7.18 (1.43) 
    2 – 3   28 6.99 (1.31) 7.12 (1.09) 
    4 – 6  34 6.32 (1.44) 7.07 (1.12) 
    7 – 9   18 6.32 (1.24) 7.09 (1.40) 
    10 or more  11 6.17 (1.01) 6.89 (0.88) 
Level of Education   - - 
   Bachelor Ed.* 17 6.49 (1.31) 7.46 (1.15) 
    B.Ed. + Certificate   6 5.44 (0.65) 6.35 (1.02) 
    B.Ed. + other degree(s) 15 6.43 (1.84) 7.05 (1.17) 
    Master’s  63 6.58 (1.26) 7.05 (1.16) 
Note: * Bachelor of Education. 
Comparison of PSES and LQS by School Demographics  
Assistant principals serving at the Elementary level revealed higher levels of 
efficacy on the PSES whereas Junior High respondents has the highest ranking of 
proficiency on the LQS. As for teaching assignment, those with 0.4 to 0.59 FTE 
demonstrated highest levels of instructions efficacy/proficiency on both measures.   
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Table 20 
Comparison of PSES and LQS Instructional Proficiency (School Demographics) 
Demographic n PSES Instructional 
Subscale 
M (SD) 
LQS Instructional 
Proficiency 
M (SD) 
Level of School  -  
    Elementary 50 6.64 (1.46) 7.02 (1.26) 
    Junior High 19 6.15 (1.36) 7.46 (0.84) 
    Senior High 16 6.05 (0.95) 6.60 (0.94) 
    Multi-Level 16 6.76 (1.25) 7.26 (1.25) 
Teaching FTE    
    0.00 – 0.19  39 6.52 (1.61) 7.10 (1.21) 
    0.20 – 0.39   23 6.27 (1.19) 6.89 (1.28) 
    0.40 – 0.59 30 6.60 (1.00) 7.32 (1.05) 
    0.60 – 0.79*   8 6.42 (1.76) 6.78 (0.81) 
 Note: * one individual had an FTE above 0.79. Scores not provided.  
PSES and LQS Instructional Comparison per Prior Leadership Experience  
In comparing the PSES and LQS scores by prior leadership experience(s) as a 
teacher, those who had served as a Department Head scored highest on the PSES 
while, those with Chaplain and Consultant experience were highest on the LQS 
instructional indicators. There was no statistical significance found in these variables.  
Table 21 
 Comparison of PSES and LQS Instructional Proficiency by Prior Leadership 
Demographic n PSES Instructional 
Subscale 
M (SD) 
LQS Instructional 
Proficiency 
M (SD) 
Prior Leadership Role  - - 
Chaplain 34 6.44 (1.27) 7.19 (1.05) 
Consultant 26 6.47 (1.24) 7.18 (1.04) 
Department Head 37 6.50 (1.31) 7.03 (1.35) 
Learning Coach  26 6.26 (1.40) 6.82 (1.22) 
None (or not provided) 14 6.44 (1.72) 6.94 (0.98) 
Note: No candidates selected Graduation Coach or Technology Coach. 
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Correlation of PSES Instructional Subscale and LQS Instructional Indicators 
  There was a very strong correlation between the “Level of Importance” and 
the “Level of Proficiency” with the LQS Indicators (r =.93).  In terms of a relationship 
between the PSES Instructional subscale score and that of the LQS Level of 
Proficiency, a Pearson Correlation determined that there was moderate level F(99) = 
.441, p < .001.   
Research Question 5 
How many Assistant Principals aspire for principalship and what professional 
learning experiences and opportunities do assistant principals suggest are needed 
in terms of becoming a principal? 
Item 13 on the survey provided respondents the following prompt: I aspire to 
serve as the principal of a school. Participants had the option of selecting “yes, no, or 
undecided at this time.” This survey item was followed-up with two corresponding 
open-ended prompts: item 14) Please provide a brief rationale for your response to the 
previous question; and item 15) What types of leadership development opportunities, 
if any, would be needed to prepare you to become a principal?  A paired samples t-test 
found significance (p = .046) in the responses based on level of university training 
however, there was no statistical significance in the responses between male and 
female. In terms of responses based upon the number of years served in the role of 
Assistant Principal, a repeated measures ANOVA suggested significance (p < .012) in 
two areas. This might have been the responses of those individuals in the “7 to 9” and 
“10 +” categories which both had lower percentages of “yes” responses compared to 
the other groups. An additional area of statistical significance (p < .007) was found to 
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be in the responses according to school level. This might have been the number of 
“yes” and “no” responses provided by the High School demographic which were 
lowest (19%) and highest (31%) respectively compared to the other groups. See Table 
22.  
Table 22 
Indication of Principalship Aspiration  
                                        n   Yes                      No                Undecided            
Group 
All Respondents 101 36 (35%) 21 (21%) 44 (44%) 
Female 70 27 (39%) 12 (17%)     31 (44%) 
Male 31   9 (29%)   6 (19%) 16 (52%) 
Level of Education*     
Master’s Degree 63 21 (33%) 14 (22%) 28 (44%) 
Other Degree(s) 38 15 (39%)   7 (18%) 16 (42%) 
Level of School*     
Elementary 50 16 (32%) 10 (20%) 24 (48%) 
Junior High 19   8 (42%)   3 (16%)   8 (42%) 
High School 16   3 (19%)   5 (31%)   8 (50%) 
Multi-level 16   9 (56%)   3 (19%)   4 (25%) 
Years in Role *     
0 to 1 Years as AP 10  3 (30%)   4 (40%)    3 (30%) 
2 to 3 Years as AP 28 11 (39%)   5 (18%)  12 (43%) 
4 to 6 Years as AP 34 16 (47%)   6 (18%)  12 (35%) 
7 to 9 Years as AP 18  4 (22%)    5 (28%)    9 (50%) 
10 + Years as AP 11  2 (18%)        1 ( 9%)    8 (73%) 
Note: *p <0.05.    
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Examination of Question (Prompt) 14 by Response  
In order to understand better the rationale as to which answer an individual 
selected, Tables 23 through 25 presented the information by each of the three response 
categories: undecided, no, and yes, respectively. Analysis commenced with those 
individuals (n = 44) who identified as “undecided.” This was done to get a sense of the 
range of opinions, attitudes, and language used.  The themes identified from the 
“undecided” group were initially used for those who responded “no” as well as for 
those who responded “yes.” This served as a baseline and allowed common themes to 
be coded. Other themes were identified for “no” (n = 21) and “yes” (n = 33) groups. 
Table 23 
Summary Table of Coded Opinion of Those Undecided about Principalship 
Efficacy Framework  Coded Opinion of Undecided n 
Mastery Learning -  
 I require more experience in my current role 27 
 I require more time as an instructional leader   5 
 I require more university education (Masters)   3 
 I require more experience with LQS   2 
Vicarious Experience -  
 Opportunity to learn from my principal (mentorship)   5 
 Working with students/teachers/stakeholders   3 
Social Persuasion -  
 I have been encouraged to consider principalship   2 
 I have been discouraged from applying (re-applying)   2 
Affective State -  
 The role of principal is too challenging/complex 17 
 The role of principal is too stressful   7  
 I enjoy my current role and am content to stay   6 
 I need more time to consider my next steps   5 
 I worry about family (work/life balance)   4 
 I am not sure if I will remain in Education field   3 
 I am frustrated within my current position/role   2 
 I am close to retiring   2 
Note: Total written responses for those uncertain about principalship was n = 38.  
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Excerpts of Participant Responses Undecided of Pursuing Principalship   
The following unedited examples were provided to acquaint the reader with the 
range of opinions that were captured in the analysis of feedback from respondents. 
Examples, whether deemed positive, negative, or neutral were shared by sorting them 
into the four domains of Bandura’s Efficacy Framework. In most instances the gender 
and level of school served were included. Again, these opinions reflect why the 
respondent was undecided about pursuing principalship. While there were 44 
indications of undecided on the survey, only 38 (86%) written responses were 
received. 
Mastery Learning Examples (of those Undecided) 
• “Currently I do not feel ready to think about being a principal. I feel like I still 
have too much to learn” (Male, Elementary). 
• “At this time, I am still learning my role…I have thought of taking my 
master’s in physical education, but only have 10 years left until retirement and 
therefore, have not decided on what to do” (Female, Elementary).   
• “I feel that to fully take on the role of principal, I need to be comfortable with 
the different dimensions of the LQS. Unfortunately, many of those 
responsibilities listed here are defaulted to the Learning Coaches at my site. 
This limits my ability to perform tasks as an administrator as defined by the 
LQS” (Female, Elementary).  
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Vicarious Learning Examples (of those Undecided) 
• “The AP role allows for a strong classroom connection and is very much 
rooted in pedagogy and curriculum while the Principal role is becoming 
increasingly managerial. Having said that, my current assignment does not 
allow me an equal voice or the ability to affect the changes I'd like as the 
Principal's style does not allow for this” (Female, Elementary). 
• “My principal and I work as a team.  I have had the pleasure of teaching for 35 
years.  I feel confident of being a servant leader in our school and shining my 
light from in front, with and from behind.  Building community and capacity 
with all our staff members is fundamental as an administration team. This is 
our fourth year as a team” (Female, Multi-level). 
•  “I am currently enjoying my role as an AP and I'm still learning daily as the 
new programs and duties are added to my portfolio. At this time, I am 
undecided but the end goal in my career is to be a principal in our district” 
(Male, High School).  
• “Principals don’t teach. I enjoy teaching” (Female, Multi-level). 
Social Persuasion Examples (of Those Undecided) 
• “I have previously applied, was not given a principal assignment, and was told 
to reapply in two years” (Male, Elementary). 
• “I have applied and been interviewed twice for the role of principal … I was 
not provided with the areas that I should improve in order to be successful 
when and if I apply in the future for a principal role” (Female, Elementary). 
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• “At this point I fail to see an opportunity where I could successfully be an 
instructional leader in our district, a managing principal yes, instructional 
leader no. My experiences as an AP, and what I see from the principals I 
worked with and know socially is that the paperwork and managerial tasks that 
the district has downloaded on admin fails to allow us to do excellent work” 
(Female, Elementary). 
Affective State Examples (of those Undecided) 
• “Principals have a heavy workload, that even with the assistant principals help, 
seems to be too much to get done. They work many hours before and after the 
school day in order to complete all their tasks. I am worried about burn out. 
Also, being ultimately responsible for the school budget and spending seems 
scary” (Female, Multi-level). 
• “The longer I am in this job, the more I realize the fluidness of it. Things seem 
to change so rapidly and keeping up with all policies and needs, seems 
impossible” (Male, Junior High) 
• “Not sure I want to take on the role. Life is already difficult to manage” (Male, 
Elementary). 
  
• “It is a huge time commitment and a high stress job” (Male, Multi-level).  
 
• “The demands on a principal seem overwhelming. I feel ill-prepared to meet 
the effectively fulfill the role at this time” (Female, Junior High). 
 
Excerpts of Participant Responses Saying No to Principalship   
As per the Undecided group, the following unedited responses were provided 
to familiarize the reader with the range of opinions as to why the respondents said no 
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to pursuing principalship. While there were 21 indications of undecided on the survey, 
there were 20 (95%) written responses received. Also, as noted in Chapter 3, the same 
coding criteria were used for a first pass at the responses of those who said no. Further 
themes did arise for this group and are noted in Table 24. 
Table 24 
Summary Table of Coded Opinion of Those Saying “No” to Principalship  
Efficacy Framework  Coded Opinion of Respondents Saying No n 
Mastery Learning -  
 I require more experience in my current role   1 
 I require more time as an instructional leader   3 
 I require more university education (Masters)   1 
 I require more experience with LQS   0 
Vicarious Experience -  
 Opportunity to learn from my principal (mentorship)   1 
 Working with students/teachers/stakeholders   5 
 More growth opportunities for succession planning *   1 
 Observing increased workload on principal * 10 
Social Persuasion -  
 I have been encouraged to consider principalship   0 
 I have been discouraged from applying (re-applying)   1 
Affective State -  
 The role of principal is too challenging/complex   9 
 The role of principal is too stressful   2  
 I enjoy my current role and am content to stay   5 
 I need more time to consider my next steps   1 
 I worry about family (work/life balance)   3 
 I am not sure if I will remain in Education field   1 
 I am frustrated within my current position/role   3 
 I am close to retiring   4 
 The role is too managerial focussed*   8 
 Increased central office demands on the role*   7 
Note: * = responses different from the Undecided group.   
Mastery Learning Examples (of those who said no) 
• “My transition into an assistant principal position and subsequent experiences 
as an AP have left me feeling that the position will not adequately prepare me 
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for a principalship.  My understanding of the position was that I would gain a 
deeper understanding of all aspects of leadership and be given at least some 
responsibilities within the school to strengthen my leadership abilities.  I do 
not feel that I had these opportunities with two different principals over three 
years.  I feel that the current position I hold allows me to be a true instructional 
leader” (Male, Elementary). 
• “I have recently moved to a new assistant principalship role that has given me 
increased responsibilities.  I'm excited to challenge myself learning for the next 
couple of years before moving on to retirement!  If I were younger my answer 
may have been different as I have loved the new responsibilities.  That being 
said, without my prior experiences both in the classroom and beyond I do not 
know that I would have been as confident in the role of assistant principal” 
(Male, Multi-level). 
Vicarious Learning Examples (of those who said no) 
• “Too much pressure, too much responsibility, and not enough support from 
district office. Many of my principal friends are left to deal with too many 
issues that should not be in their portfolio” (Female, High School).   
• “The role of principal is too far from the classroom. It is not teaching or 
leading, it is managerial and more paperwork than I wish to take on. I enjoy 
helping teachers and students. Principal is no longer able to interact with staff 
due to their over demanding position and workload” (Female, Elementary).  
• “I am finding that the role of the principal is tied up with too many non-
educational concerns, particularly budget” (Female, Junior High). 
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•  “I am not a detail oriented business person.  Principal seems to be about 
running the school as a business, I prefer the people part that falls under the 
assistant principal role more” (Female, Multi-level). 
Social Persuasion Examples (of those who said no) 
• “At present time, I do not aspire to serve as a principal of a school because I 
believe that my vocational calling is serving the district from a division level 
perspective. Although I believe it is essential that I continually grow within a 
leadership capacity, so I can ensure that within the division I am able to foster 
learner growth” (Male, High School). 
• “I have applied twice for principalship and was not encouraged to re-apply” 
(demographic information withheld). 
Affective State Examples (of those who said no) 
• “The principal’s role has become very political and expectations are not just 
difficult but unreasonable with the increased number of and level of 
entitlement of various stakeholders. A principal is ultimately responsible for 
too many things they cannot possibly manage” (Female, Multi-level). 
• “I am finding that the role of the principal is tied up with too many non-
educational concerns, particularly budget” (Female, Junior High).  
• “I like the balance being an AP offers - time in the administrative role to 
impact school-wide change and time in the classroom with students.  The role 
of a principal today comes with so many district demands and pressures which 
take away from the joy of inspiring children and teachers” (Female, 
Elementary). 
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• “Finding a healthy balance between my own family and my workload at school 
proves to be very difficult.  If I become a principal, I imagine the workload 
will increase immensely and my family life and personal wellbeing will suffer” 
(Female, Junior High).  
• “I am enjoying my role and hope to continue to provide service in this 
capacity” (Female, Elementary). 
Excerpts of Participant Responses Saying “Yes” to Principalship   
As per the Undecided and No groups, the following unedited responses were 
provided to acquaint the reader with the various opinions addressing why respondents 
said yes to pursuing principalship. While there were 36 indications of “yes” on the 
survey, there were only 34 (94%) written responses received. Additional coding 
descriptions/themes aside those from the Undecided and No groups were delineated in 
Table 25. 
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Table 25 
Summary Table of Coded Opinion of Those Saying “Yes” to Principalship 
Efficacy Framework  Coded Opinion of Respondents Saying “No” n 
Mastery Learning -  
 I require more experience in my current role   4 
 I require more time as an instructional leader   0 
 I require more university education (Masters)   0 
 I require more experience with LQS   2 
 Specific desire to lead learning community*  31 
Vicarious Experience -  
 Opportunity to learn from my principal (mentorship)   3 
 Working with students/teachers/stakeholders 27 
 More growth opportunities for succession planning    0 
 Observing increased workload on principal    0 
 More opportunity to impact learning*   6 
Social Persuasion -  
 I have been encouraged to consider principalship   3 
 I have been discouraged from applying (re-applying)   1 
Affective State -  
 The role of principal is too challenging / complex   0 
 The role of principal is too stressful   0  
 I enjoy my current role and am content to stay   4 
 I need more time to consider my next steps   1 
 I worry about family (work/life balance)   0 
 I am not sure if I will remain in Education field   0 
 I am frustrated within my current position / role   3 
 I am close to retiring   0 
 The role is too managerial focussed   1 
 Increased central office demands on the role   0 
 Aspire to make a positive difference in community* 14 
 Seek growth and new challenge*   7 
 Statement about having ability/efficacy/strengths * 25 
 Has a vision of leadership*   7 
 Leadership viewed as being in service to others*   2 
Note: * = responses different from Uncertain and No groups 
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Mastery Learning Examples (of those who said yes) 
• “After nearly 30 years of service to the school division as a teacher, consultant 
and assistant principal, I feel extremely confident and prepared to serve as a 
school principal” (Male, High School)  
• “I believe that all my combined experiences have allowed me to acquire the necessary 
skills to become a Principal. This has been a goal of mine and I aspire to make a 
difference in the learning of students and in the learning of teachers while supporting a 
community” (Female, Elementary). 
• “I believe I have been working towards building my knowledge and skill base 
to lead a school. I have had the opportunity to work for excellent principals 
who have given me the opportunity to build my own leadership capacity.  
Although I know the learning curve will be steep and I won't fully understand 
all of the demands until I am in that role, I feel I have a solid foundation and 
am willing and able to take on this challenge” (Female, Elementary). 
Vicarious Learning Examples (of those who said yes) 
• “When I became an AP I always said that I do not aspire to principalship.  
Having served in the role now for a number of years, with four different 
principals, I have changed my mind and now believe that I have the skill set 
and education that would support me in becoming a principal” (Male, Junior 
High). 
• “I aspire to be a principal because as an AP you do so much but have no real 
say in the day to day operations. I have been blessed to have had experience in 
6 different schools and over 15 different administrators. I have learned so 
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much about my leadership style from positive and negative examples of their 
leadership. I want one day to take all that I have learned through professional 
development and experience and lead a staff and school community” (Female, 
Multi-level). 
• “Would like to continue to develop my skills and abilities to serve as a future 
principal under mentorship, guidance and support as an Assistant Principal to 
allow me the confidence to one day apply for principalship” (Female, 
Elementary).  
Social Persuasion Examples (of those who said yes) 
• “My current principal has told me that I possess those skills needed to be a 
principal of a school. I have learned a great deal from the principal that I work with 
and feel that in the future my path will lead me to pursue becoming a principal of a 
school” (Male, High School). 
• “I have had great administration teams. In all cases my ideas and values were 
respected and used to guide our school.  I would like to create this environment in 
my own school because I know my experiences are not always the case” (Female, 
High School). 
• “I believe this will be a natural progression of my career. I enjoy my current 
assignment as assistant principal primarily because I am challenged in this role and 
have the opportunity to grow as a leader within the school and district. This is 
perhaps due to many reasons (such as a supportive principal), however the primary 
factor is that I do not currently have a teaching assignment which allows me the 
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time to concentrate on honing my administrative and leadership skills in this school 
environment. In a previous assistant principal assignment, my teaching FTE was 
far greater than my administrative time which negatively affected my ability to 
grow as an assistant principal. Once I become more confident and experienced in 
my current environment, I believe I will be ready to lead a school community as a 
principal” (Male, Elementary). 
Affective Examples (of those who said yes) 
• “My passion is teaching and learning for all.  Early in my career, I gravitated 
unexpectedly in working alongside adults to share my passion.  Prior to AP, I 
was an early learning consultant, and in this role is where I flourished by 
taking my experiences with children and sharing them with adult learners.  My 
love for learning new things is endless, and I feel in leading a school 
community, you are always learning.  In my future, I will aspire to be a School 
Principal, so I can continue to learn, but as well as lead a learning community 
that is inclusive and fosters all standards of the LQS and support teachers in 
the TQS.  As a result, supporting growth and achievement for all members of 
the learning the community” (Female, Elementary). 
• “When I began my journey as an Assistant Principal, I never imagined I could 
serve as a Principal. However, I feel that in many aspects of my job, my "hands 
are tied" and I cannot fully serve teachers and students to the best of my ability 
as an Assistant Principal. I aspire to lead a community of teachers and students 
and I think the best avenue to pursue this is through Principalship” (Female, 
Elementary).  
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• “It is an honour and privilege to have the opportunity to lead a school one day. 
I believe I have the commitment, drive and passion to bring a vision to life. 
Leading means to embrace all leadership competencies according to the LQS. 
However, it is important to be well versed in every competency in order to 
effectively lead a team” (Female, Elementary).  
• “Becoming a principal is my goal as you then are able to completely guide and 
serve your community alongside your diverse team. This is important to me as 
I want to continue serving our students (and staff) in the way I would want my 
own children to be served by the schools they attend and by the educators that 
impact their lives. As principal you are able to fully lead, implement and make 
decisions to create a wonderful and impactful community for our students. You 
are also able to fully implement ideas that help to create an environment where 
our staff love to be and love to learn in order to best serve our students” (Male, 
Junior High). 
Types of Leadership Development Opportunities Needed 
Upon examining how many assistant principals held aspirations for 
principalship (or not/undecided) and the corresponding rationale for said responses, 
Survey Question 15 asked for possible next steps: What types of leadership 
development opportunities, if any, would be needed to prepare you to become a 
principal? The same coding methodology used to examine Survey Question 14, was 
employed for Question 15. In terms of reporting the findings, the various professional 
learning experiences suggested were listed in order from most to least prevalent. As 
per Bandura’s Self-efficacy Framework, the items suggested by respondents were 
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categorized with a corresponding efficacy domain. It should be noted that although 
some of the items could arguably fit multiple efficacy domains, only the most 
prevalent one or two were suggested. 
Professional Development Recommended by “Uncertain” Respondents  
There were n = 44 individuals who initially indicated that they were uncertain 
if they held aspirations for principalship. Of those, 29 (66%) provided written 
feedback indicating what professional leadership development or experiences might be 
helpful in terms of moving forward.  See Table 26 which is followed by several 
unedited responses intended to provide the reader with a sample of the written 
responses received. It was observed that mentorship and managing school budget were 
the top two areas identified.  
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Table 26 
Professional Development Recommended by Uncertain Respondents  
Type of PD Experience Suggested n  Efficacy Domain(s)  
Mentorship  11 Vicarious/Social 
Managing School Finances   8 Mastery 
Division Principal Training Course  5 Mastery/Vicarious 
More Autonomy in current role   5 Affective 
More General Experience as AP  5 Mastery/Affective 
Deepening LQS Knowledge and Skills  4 Mastery 
More Distributive Leadership   4 Vicarious/Mastery 
More University Training e.g. Masters   4 Mastery 
More Communication with Principals   3 Affective 
Teacher Supervision/Evaluation   3 Mastery/Vicarious 
Different Level or School Experience  2 Vicarious 
Division Regulations and Procedures   2 Mastery 
Facilities and Maintenance Protocols  2 Affective/Vicarious 
Job Shadow a Principal   2 Vicarious 
Committee Work (beyond school level)  2 Vicarious/Social 
Time Management   2 Mastery Affective 
Academic Results Analysis  1 Mastery 
AP Professional Learning Cohort    1 Vicarious/Social 
Change in Title to Vice Principal   1 Affective 
Creating Vision/Mission/Culture  1 Mastery/Vicarious 
Have PD similar to that of Principals   1 Mastery/Affective 
Human Resource Management (staffing)  1 Mastery 
Leadership Development Institute  1 Vicarious/Social 
Unsure what I need  1 Affective 
Note: Social = Social Persuasion 
Sample Responses (of those Uncertain)  
• “Mentorship from my principal is critical. I have been blessed to work closely 
with principals who have taken the time to teach me the skills necessary to be a 
competent leader” (Female, Junior High). 
• “When looking at the LQS, the standards of Modeling Commitment to 
Professional Learning, Embodying Visionary Leadership and Managing 
School Operations and Resources would be the areas that I need to develop.  I 
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know that I need to become involved in more committee work to strengthen 
my leadership outside of our school walls.  My principal shares the operations 
side of his position with me, but without seeing the "workbook" from scratch I 
do not know the in/out of the process.  I could also take the Principal Training 
to help me understand the process/duties of becoming a principal” (Female, 
Elementary). 
• “It would be helpful to be included in the communications sent to principals as 
not all principals share with their APs. It would also be nice to be included in 
the PD opportunities offered to Principals and LCs. It seems APs are often 
forgotten when PD is offered” (Female, Elementary).  
• “Clearly, more time as an AP. Excellent mentorship.  Gradual addition of 
duties and responsibilities” (Male, Junior High). 
Professional Development Recommended by “No” Respondents  
There were n = 21 individuals who stated that they did not aspire for 
principalship. A total of 16 (76%) provided a written response to suggest what would 
be needed in terms of professional development / leadership training. Mentorship was 
the top recommendation from this demographic. There were four different experiences 
identified by this group compared with the “uncertain” demographic. These are noted 
in Table 27 in order of precedence. Example written responses follow the table. 
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Table 27 
Professional Development Recommended by “No” Respondents  
Type of PD Experience Suggested n  Efficacy Domain(s)  
Mentorship  6 Vicarious/Social 
More Distributive Leadership  4 Vicarious/Mastery 
Human Resource Management (staffing) 4 Mastery 
Managing School Finances  3 Mastery 
More General Experience as AP 3 Mastery/Affective 
Deepening LQS Knowledge and Skills 3 Mastery 
Have PD similar to that of Principals* 3 Mastery/Affective 
Division Principal Training Course 1 Mastery/Vicarious 
More Autonomy in current role  1 Affective 
More Communication with Principals  1 Affective 
Teacher Supervision/Evaluation  1 Mastery/Vicarious 
Different Level or School Experience 1 Vicarious 
Division Regulations and Procedures  1 Mastery 
Facilities and Maintenance Protocols 1 Affective/Vicarious 
Job Shadow a Principal  1 Vicarious 
Committee Work (beyond school level) 1 Vicarious/Social 
Academic Results Analysis 1 Mastery 
AP Professional Learning Cohort   1 Vicarious/Social 
Change in Title to Vice Principal  1 Affective 
Creating Vision/Mission/Culture 1 Mastery/Vicarious 
Leadership Development Academy 1 Vicarious/Social 
Serve as Learning Coach*  1 Mastery/Vicarious 
Time to serve as Acting Principal* 1 Mastery 
Time Management  1 Mastery/Affective 
Unknown  1 Affective 
Working with Parent Council*  1 Mastery 
More University Training e.g. Masters  0 Mastery 
Note: * additional ideas not mentioned in Table 26 
Sample Responses (of those who said “No”)  
• “I believe mentorship is a critical component to support self-efficacy and 
confidence to explore leadership opportunities. The principal must be an 
instructional leader that can facilitate student learning by building capacity of 
all teachers + staff to meet the needs of learners” (Male, High School).  
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• “I think that more long-term mentorship would be beneficial.  I appreciated the 
connections made in the First Year Assistant Principal Training but would 
have liked these sessions to continue past the first year” (Female, Junior High).  
• “As a precursor, assistant principals in name should be changed to Vice 
Principal…the intent should be that the AP is ready to assume the position in 
the absence of the principal and works collaboratively to lead the school -- 
collaborative leadership is far more effective than a leader with an assistant” 
(Male, Multi-level).  
• “Learning Coach positions should be given to the Assistant Principals. They 
should be the instructional leaders in the school. There is so much an AP could 
learn to prepare for a principalship from a Learning Coach role” (Female, 
Elementary). 
Professional Development Recommended by “Yes” Respondents  
There was a total of n = 33 individuals who indicated that they held aspirations 
for principalship. Of these, 30 (91%) provided a written response to suggest what 
professional learning and leadership opportunities might be helpful in supporting 
them. Managing school finances was the top response. See Table 28 followed by 
examples of written responses. 
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Table 28 
Professional Development Recommended by “Yes” Respondents  
Type of PD Experience Suggested            n Efficacy Domain(s)  
Managing School Finances  9 Mastery 
Mentorship  6 Vicarious/Social 
More Distributive Leadership  4 Vicarious/Mastery 
Deepening LQS Knowledge and Skills 4 Mastery 
More Autonomy in current role  4 Affective 
More Communication with Principals  4 Affective 
Teacher Supervision/Evaluation  3 Mastery/Vicarious 
Human Resource Management (staffing) 3 Mastery 
Have PD similar to that of Principals 2 Mastery/Affective 
Division Regulations and Procedures  2 Mastery 
Leadership Development Academy 2 Vicarious/Social 
Time to serve as Acting Principal 2 Mastery 
Time Management 2 Mastery/Affective 
Academic Scheduling/Timetabling*  2 Vicarious/Mastery 
Safe and Caring School Culture* 1 Mastery/Effective 
Division Principal Training Course 1 Mastery/Vicarious 
Facilities and Maintenance Protocols 1 Affective/Vicarious 
Academic Results Analysis   1 Mastery 
Creating Vision/Mission/Culture 1 Mastery/Vicarious 
Catholic Leadership *  1 Mastery  
Attend principal level meetings* 1 Vicarious 
More General Experience as AP 1 Mastery/Affective 
Different Level or School Experience 0 Vicarious 
Job Shadow a Principal  0 Vicarious 
Committee Work (beyond school level) 0 Vicarious/Social 
AP Professional Learning Cohort   0 Vicarious/Social 
Change in Title to Vice Principal  0 Affective 
Serve as Learning Coach 0 Mastery/Vicarious 
Note: * additional ideas not mentioned in Tables 26 or Table 27 
Sample Responses (of those who said “Yes”)  
• “Ability to take on additional leadership challenges as I progress in the 
assistant principal role. Opportunity to be an acting principal in some capacity 
within a school environment for an extended period. Opportunity to take 
training in school budgeting” (Male, Elementary). 
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• “Ongoing professional growth support in a multitude of areas such as: school 
budgets, program development, supporting staff, focus on Catholicity 
leadership” (Female, Elementary).  
• “My district, the ATA, Alberta Education and professional readings have 
provided me ample opportunities to develop my leadership skills up to this 
point.  I am not 100% sure I need more information; I need experience” 
(Female, High School). 
•  “I have been given many opportunities in my current assignment thanks to a 
very strong Principal who is willing to involve me in a variety of situations. I 
would like more opportunities to work hands on with the budget and the 
decisions that go into a school year based on budget decisions” (Male, Junior 
High). 
Conclusion 
This chapter has provided a comprehensive overview of the data collected for 
this descriptive study. Quantitative descriptive analysis purposes to offer a deep sense 
of the issues, challenges, and problems (the landscape) pertaining to a given 
phenomenon (Loeb et al., 2017). The analysis of the data in this study involved an 
examination of the PSES by full scale and subscales, examined the reported level of 
importance an level of proficiency with the LQS Instructional Leadership indicators, 
and explored relationships across such demographics as gender, level of school, years 
as an assistant principal, FTE, level of education, and prior leadership roles. Further, 
the PSES Instructional subscale and the LQS Instructional Indicators were examined 
to determine if there were any correlations in terms of efficacy. Finally, the aspirations 
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for principalship of the participants was examined to understand rationale for seeking 
principalship (or not) and in understanding what professional leadership training was 
recommended. The impact of the studies findings as well as recommendations for 
further research will be discussed in Chapter 5.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
In this chapter, the findings from Chapter 4 will be discussed in relation to 
existing literature. The discussion will flow generally in order of the research 
questions. Following the discussion of the findings, there will be a detailing of 
implications for leadership practice, recommendations for the school division, and 
suggested topics for further research.  
This descriptive study sought to understand the sense of efficacy of assistant 
principals (N = 101) from an urban jurisdiction in terms of the managerial, 
instructional, and ethical subscales on the Tschannen-Moran and Gareis’ (2004) 
Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES). In terms of instructional leadership, an area 
requiring more attention according to the literature, the quality indicators from the 
Alberta Leader Quality Standard (LQS) were presented to the study participants to 
understand their ascribed level of importance and proficiency for each of the nine 
indicators inherent to the competency of Instructional leadership. These results were 
compared to the Instructional leadership subscale of the PSES to understand any 
relationship that might exist. Finally, participants were asked to indicate their 
disposition towards becoming a principal. Rationale was requested in support of their 
disposition as were possible next steps in terms of shaping future professional 
learning.  
Discussion of the Findings (by question) 
As a precursor to the discussion of this study’s findings, it is important to be 
reminded of the purpose of quantitative descriptive analysis. Quantitative descriptive 
analysis provides a deeper sense of the issues, challenges, and problems pertaining to a 
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given phenomenon (Loeb et al., 2017). Although disaggregation of data for this study 
included smaller strata of demographic elements where n was not sufficient to 
determine statistical power (Cohen, 1988), it was important to observe and understand 
the various demographical dimensions of study participants. So, whereas analytical 
descriptive analysis does not call for a deep analysis of individual perceptions and 
perspectives, it does purpose to explore general understandings, trends, relationships, 
and patterns of a given population (Loeb et al.). 
PSES Overall Efficacy Full Cohort 
In terms of the overall sense of efficacy of the study participants (N = 101), the 
result was M = 6.35, SD = 1.23. This indicates that this population is approaching the 
“Quite a bit” threshold (benchmarked as a score of 7.00 on the modified Likert scale). 
Considering that 96% of participants had at least seven years of teaching experience 
prior to becoming an assistant principal and that 63% had a Master’s degree, it is 
reasonable to assert and not unexpected, that the level of efficacy should be higher 
than “Some degree” (which would equate to a score of 5.00 on the modified Likert 
scale).  
PSES Overall and Subscale Scores Full Cohort 
 The overall subscale scores (based on a modified 9-point Likert scale) placed 
efficacy for managerial leadership as the lowest, efficacy for instructional leadership 
second highest, and efficacy for moral leadership as the most efficacious domain. 
Whereas recent studies suggested that instructional leadership is the domain that 
assistant principals might require more attention (Armstrong, 2010; Barnett, Shoho, & 
Oleszewski, 2012; Gurley et al.,2015; Mertz, 2006; Searby et al., 2017), this was not 
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the case in this study. Instructional leadership presented as the second highest subscale 
(M = 6.47, SD = 1.35). Within this subscale the item of lowest efficacy was that of 
raising student achievement on standardized tests. Such tests are present at all levels in 
Alberta except Division I (Grades K to 3). In the jurisdiction studied, it is usually 
assistant principals who are assigned to set exam and exam supervision schedules. 
Further, Provincial accountability and assurance documents suggest that provincial 
standardized exams are an area for improvement for this jurisdiction. Associated 
pressures for improvement might be a factor why this measure scored the lowest. This 
contrasts with Creating a positive learning environment which was the only PSES 
item in this subscale to obtain a mean score over 7.00 (M = 7.12, SD = 1.70). Clearly 
there is a strong indication that assistant principals feel they have influence in creating 
a climate conducive to learning; however, managing change within the school was the 
second lowest score in this subscale. This is congruent with Cherian and Daniel (2008) 
who asserted that there are increasing and often unrealistic demands placed upon 
school-leaders and ties into Bandura’s notion that “people infer high self-efficacy from 
success achieved through minimal effort on difficult tasks, but they infer low self-
efficacy if they had to work hard under favourable conditions to master relatively easy 
tasks” (Bandura, 1986, p. 402). 
Given that the participants are members of a Catholic jurisdiction, and that the 
division provides a high level of faith leadership formation, it was not surprising that 
sense of Moral Efficacy was the highest of the three subscales (M = 6.70; SD =1.27). 
Such existing documents as the Five Marks of an Excellent Catholic Leader and 
Permeated LQS (see Appendix G) as well as other internal support documents and 
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guiding divisional faith goals, are likely contributors to the level of knowledge and 
awareness in this subscale. Further, in obtaining the demographical data pertaining to 
prior teacher/leadership experiences it was noted that approximately 34% had served 
in the capacity of a school chaplain.  The opportunity to serve in this roll and resultant 
experiences gleaned may also be factors as to why this subscale scored the highest. 
The survey items: promoting acceptable student behaviour and handling student 
discipline matters each scored over 7.00 (Quite a bit) whereas promoting a positive 
school image in the media was the lowest score (M = 5.79, SD = 1.44). It is possible 
that the latter score might be attributed to recent and ongoing media stories pertaining 
to the continuance of publicly funded education in Alberta. 
It was the sense of Managerial efficacy that presented as the lowest of the three 
subscales (M = 5.85; SD = 1.50). Prioritizing demands of the job, handling inherent 
paperwork, and coping with job stress were the highest scored items in this subscale 
with all scores higher than 6.00), whereas handling time demands, influence over 
shaping school operational policy, and control over daily schedule scored below 
6.00). As discussed in Chapter 2, there has been much stated in the literature about 
assistant principal roles and responsibilities centering heavily on managerial tasks 
(Armstrong, 2010; Barnett et al., 2012; Glanz, 1994; Marshall & Greenfield, 1987; 
Reed & Himmler, 1985). In this study, it was interesting to note that managerial skills 
and competencies scored the lowest.  Since the instructional subscale mean score was 
about 7.0% higher that the managerial subscale (in relation to the 9-point scale), it was 
interesting and important to understand how efficacy scores varied by the various 
strata of demographics within the population.   
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PSES Overall and Subscale Scores by Demographics 
 The second research question asked what PSES results might look like across 
various demographical groups. As per the order of groupings found in tables 12, 13, 
and 14 (see Chapter 4), the various strata of the larger population will be discussed 
with the intention of describing the efficacy landscape of this unit of study (Loeb et 
al., 2017).   
PSES by Gender. In terms of overall efficacy scores on PSES, it was the 
females (n = 71) who scored higher than their male counterparts (n = 30). Whereas the 
female score was M = 6.42; SD = 1.23, the male score was M = 6.17; SD = 1.22). 
Females had the highest scores across all three subscales. There were no statistically 
significant differences found for gender which is in keeping with results in other 
studies using PSES (Federici & Skaalvik (2011); Negis-Isik & Derinbay, 2015; 
Tschannen–Moran & Gareis, 2004, 2007).   
PSES by Prior teaching Experience. There was a total of n = 86 (85%) of 
participants who had 10 or more years of teaching experience prior to becoming an 
assistant principal. Eleven individuals had at least 7 years, and four individuals had 6 
or fewer years (with a divisional minimum expectation of 5 years experience). Those 
who had 10 or more years had the highest overall efficacy (M = 6.41, SD = 1.20) and 
subscale scores. No mean scores in the 4 to 6 years of experience category had a score 
over 6.0). These results, while not significant, do reflect that those entering 
administration in this jurisdiction with more years of prior teaching experience, tend to 
have higher overall sense of efficacy.    
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PSES by Years as an Assistant Principal. Whereas those having more years 
of teaching experience had higher levels of self-efficacy, this was not the case when 
examining PSES results by years served in the role as an assistant principal. It was the 
28 individuals within their second or third year in the role who had the highest overall 
score (M = 6.84, SD = 1.14). While not significant, it was observed that those in the 2 
to 3 years group had the highest managerial efficacy score (M = 6.49; SD = 1.43) 
whereas all other groups were well below 6.00. This group also had the highest scores 
across the other subscales compared to those having different years of service. These 
results would suggest that years of experience do not equate to higher levels of self-
efficacy, which is congruent with the findings in the literature (Tshannen-Moran & 
Gareis, 2004). 
PSES by Level of Education. In terms of level of education, having a 
master’s level degree was a predictor of higher efficacy for this population. With 
about 63% of individuals having a master’s degree, it was noted that this stratum of 
the population had the highest overall efficacy score (M = 6.46; SD = 1.15) as well as 
highest scores in the instructional and moral subscales. Those individuals having a 
Bachelor of Education and an additional bachelor level degree (n = 15), had the 
highest managerial efficacy score (M = 6.18, SD = 1.82). This was the only group to 
score over 6.00 for efficacy of management. 
PSES by Level of School. As for level of school served, it was those 
individuals (n = 16) employed in a multi-level school (e.g. K to 9) who had the highest 
overall score (M = 6.77, SD = 1.18). This group, who have duties spanning no fewer 
than three levels of students, also had highest subscale scores. Elementary assistant 
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principals (n = 50) had the second highest set of scores, followed by Junior and then 
Senior High.    
PSES by Teaching Assignment. While there was very narrow range in the 
overall scores in this category, it was those assistant principals (n = 30) with a 
teaching assignment of between 0.4 and 0.59 FTE who had the highest level of overall 
efficacy (M = 6.39, SD = 0.86). This group was highest in instructional efficacy (M = 
6.60, SD = 1.00).  Highest level of managerial efficacy was realized for those (n = 8) 
with higher teaching loads (.6 FTE or more). The highest level of moral efficacy 
resided with those individuals (n = 23) who had an assignment of 0.2 to 0.39 FTE.  
PSES by Prior Leadership Experiences. Many of the participants had held a 
formal teacher leadership role (e.g. chaplain, consultant, department head, or learning 
coach) prior entering into formal school leadership. While there was a small range in 
the overall efficacy scores, it was those individuals (n = 37) who had experience as a 
department head (or lead teacher) who presented with the highest overall score (M = 
6.47, SD = 1.17). This was interesting considering that those serving in high schools in 
terms of level of school, had the lowest overall score compared to peers at other levels. 
It is the case that any high school teacher entering assistant principalship (having prior 
department head experience) do not necessarily get placed in a high school for their 
administrative assignment. There are far more elementary, junior high, and multi-
levels schools in the jurisdiction compared to only 11 high schools. Prior department 
heads had the highest scores across all three subscales and were the only group to have 
a score over 6.00 in terms of managerial efficacy. As for instructional leadership, it 
was Learning Coaches (n = 26) who had the lowest score (M = 6.26; SD = 1.40), 
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which was even lower than those who did not have (or did not indicate) prior 
leadership experiences. It should be noted that within this jurisdiction, the function of 
learning coaches is more in the service of inclusive (special) education than supporting 
pedagogical and instructional practice.   
PSES Discussion Summary.  Again, while there were no statistically 
significant results stemming from the PSES results, it was important to understand 
areas of strength as well as areas of inquiry to explore further. The school jurisdiction 
is well served in terms of the overall efficacy scores (approaching Quite a lot – per 
PSES scale). As for the ideal context or enabling conditions to form higher levels of 
efficacy, it would be important of the jurisdiction to explore further the context of 
those individuals who: are female, have department head experience, have a master’s 
degree, 10 or more years of classroom teaching experience, are within 2nd or 3rd year 
as an assistant principal, with a teaching FTE of 0.4 to 0.59, and serve in a multi-level 
school setting. The PSES results would suggest that such individuals would present 
with higher levels of efficacy than individuals outside of these criteria.  
Instructional Leadership Indicator Scores  
The second component of this study asked participants to review the nine 
indicators of the Leader Quality Standard (LQS) in the area of Instructional 
Leadership. In a design format similar to Allen and Weaver (2014), participants were 
asked to rate the level of importance as well as their level of proficiency with each of 
the nine indicators.  A 9-point scale akin to the one used for PSES was used for this 
portion of the survey. The results for this LQS instructional leadership portion were 
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disaggregated in the same fashion as the PSES results. Tables 15 through 17 (see 
Chapter 4) provide the full results.  
LQS by Gender.  Within PSES it was females (n = 70) who had the highest 
level of efficacy in all areas including instructional leadership. This was not the case 
with the LQS indicators. In terms of overall importance and level of proficiency, it 
was males (n = 31) who scored the highest M = 7.35, SD = 1.16 importance and M = 
7.21, SD = 1.27 proficiency). While no statistical significance was determined, it was 
interesting to observe the reversal of high scores by gender PSES versus LQS. As the 
LQS indicators came into effect September 1st, 2019 and given that this school 
division provided much intentional professional learning on the LQS indicators, it is 
uncertain as to why males ascribed higher value than females.   
LQS by Prior teaching Experience. In a similar fashion to results by gender, 
it was not the 10 or more years of experience group who presented with the highest 
scores. They were the lowest in both LQS categories of proficiency and importance. In 
fact, it was those individuals (n = 11) with 7 to 9 years of prior classroom teaching 
experience who had highest level of proficiency (M = 7.30, SD = 0.83) and those with 
4 to 6 years classroom experience (n = 4) who rated the level of importance the 
highest (M = 7.44, SD = 0.86). Considering that within this jurisdiction a teacher needs 
a minimum of five years classroom experience prior to applying for formal school 
leadership, it is possible that because these individuals are not far removed from full 
time teaching that they placed higher value on the importance of the instructional 
leadership indicators. This warrants further exploration.  
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LQS by Years as an Assistant Principal. The highest levels of importance 
and proficiency were accorded to those assistant principals (n = 10) within their first 
year of service (M = 7.22, SD = 1.30 for importance; M = 7.08, SD = 1.43 for 
proficiency). Those within their 2nd to 3rd years (n = 28) and 7th to 9th (n = 18) years 
tied for second in terms of importance, but the 2nd to 3rd year cohort scored higher in 
terms of proficiency. Those individuals (n = 11) who have been serving in the role for 
10 or more years scored lowest on both counts with scores below 7.00 (Quite bit).  All 
other groups had scores above 7.00. Those within the 4 to 6 years bracket were very 
close to the top groups with only 0.04 difference for importance and 0.05 for 
proficiency compared to the 2 to 3-year group.  
LQS by Level of Education.  Whereas those individuals with a master’s 
degree scored higher overall on PSES, it was those having a Bachelor of Education (n 
= 17) who indicated a higher level of importance (M = 7.60, SD = 1.22) and higher 
level of proficiency (M = 7.46, SD = 1.15). Those with a master’s degree (n = 63) 
rated importance as M = 7.06, SD = 1.09 and proficiency as M = 7.05, SD = 1.16. This 
was lower than those having a Bachelor of Education and an additional undergraduate 
degree (n = 15) who had second highest scores in both areas. 
LQS by Level of School. Whereas it was assistant principals serving in multi-
level schools (e.g. K to 9), who had higher efficacy scores on PSES, it was the junior 
high cohort (n = 19) who indicated highest level of importance (M = 7.46, SD = 0.62) 
and highest level of proficiency (M = 7.46, SD = 0.84). The multi-level group ranked 
second highest followed by elementary (n = 50). The high school group (n = 16) was 
lowest with scores below 7.00. This observation is interesting, as it was the high 
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school group that had lowest scores in terms of PSES. A deeper examination of the 
high school demographic would be an area for further study.  
LQS by Teaching Assignment. It was observed that those assistant principals 
with a teaching assignment between 0.40 and 0.50 FTE indicated highest level of 
importance (M = 7.33, SD = 1.06) and proficiency (M = 7.32, SD = 1.05). This group 
also had the highest scores on the PSES. This suggests that the 0.40 - 0.59 teaching 
load might be an optimal level in terms of instructional and managerial balance. Those 
teaching between 0.20 to 0.39 FTE (n = 23) indicated scores below 7.00. for both 
importance and proficiency. A Chi-square test revealed statistical significance 
between FTE and Level of Importance with p = .034. 
 LQS by Prior Leadership Experiences. Although it was individuals having 
prior department head experience who had higher PSES scores, this was not the case 
with LQS. In terms of importance, it was the consultants (n = 26) who expressed the 
highest level (M = 7.27, SD = 0.97) followed closely by those with chaplain 
experience (n = 34) with M = 7.26; SD = 1.03. Prior department heads (n = 37) were 
third (M = 7.16; SD = 1.21). Learning Coaches and those not specifying prior 
experience had scores below 7.00. As for level of proficiency, chaplains were highest 
with M = 7.19, SD = 1.05 followed closely by consultants (M = 7.18; SD = 1.04). 
Department heads ranked third (M = 7.03; SD = 0.35).  The variances in scores by 
groups might have something to do with exposure to the LQS indicators prior to their 
release. Consultants, as a facet of their work in planning in-services are required to 
incorporate elements of the teacher quality standard (TQS) and LQS into their 
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planning. Thus, they likely have had more exposure to and familiarity with the 
indicators.  
LQS Discussion Summary. Perhaps the most interesting observation in the 
differences between PSES and LQS is that the LQS mean scores were higher than the 
PSES mean scores. It is most likely that because the LQS (including earlier draft 
versions) have been focal points in terms of the school division’s leadership 
development programming. Thus, survey participants may have been more attuned or 
aware of the language and concepts inherent to LQS than the items on the PSES 
survey. Overall, the level of importance (M = 7.16, SD = 1.10) was rated higher than 
the level of proficiency (M = 7.08, SD = 1.16). Allen and Weaver (2015) experienced 
a similar phenomenon in their results, and it was not unexpected that participants 
might rank importance over proficiency. There was however, a very strong correlation 
between the “Level of Importance” and the “Level of Proficiency” (r = .93).  See 
Figure 2.  
  
Figure 2. A strong correlation between levels of importance of proficiency.  
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As the LQS indicators pertained to instructional leadership, it was important to 
compare proficiency scores to the sense of instructional efficacy subscale of PSES.   
Relationships Between PSES Instructional Subscale and LQS Indicators 
There are subtle differences between the items of PSES and the LQS 
indicators. They do not necessarily map directly to each other but do have overlap and 
commonality in purpose. For example, the PSES item “Motivate Teachers” which 
could be considered an act of social persuasion and modelling (vicarious experience) 
is similar to the LQS indicators: “building the capacity of teachers to respond to the 
learning needs of students” and “facilitating mentorship and induction supports for 
teachers.” A further example is the PSES item “raise student achievement on 
standardized tests” which is addressed in the LQS indicator “interpreting a wide range 
of data to inform school practice and enable success for all students.” While the latter 
example extends beyond the scope of a focus on standardized tests, such tests would 
be included in this indicator. Thus, in terms of a relationship between the PSES 
Instructional subscale score and that of the LQS Level of Proficiency for all 
participants (N = 101), a Pearson Correlation demonstrated a moderate level F(99) 
=.441, p < .001. See Figure 3.  
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Figure 3. A moderate correlation between PSES and LQS Instructional scores.  
Correlation of PSES and LQS Instructional Leadership by Gender 
In examining results by gender for the PSES Instructional subscale and LQS 
proficiency results, an ANOVA revealed that there were significant differences in two 
of the respected measures: F(956) = 2.00, p < .001.Through conducting a series of 
paired samples t-tests that examined the mean scores of LQS Instructional Leadership 
proficiency versus PSES Instructional subscale, there was no statistical significance 
found for males but there was for females (p < .001). Pearson correlations were 
conducted to compare results of the PSES (Instructional subscale) and LQS 
Instructional Leadership indicators. There were moderate correlations: r(68) = 0.48, p 
< .001 for females, and r(29) = 0.40,  p = .025 for males.  
Expression of Interest in Principalship 
The final portion of the survey instrument asked participants to indicate if they 
held aspirations for principalship. Given the forced choices of “yes, no, or undecided 
at this time,” participants were invited to provide rationale for their respective choice. 
The determining of assistant principals’ designs for principalship has been recurring in 
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the literature.  In recollecting some of the school leader attrition data which suggested 
rates as high as 10 – 11% (Fink, 2011; Goldring & Taie, 2018; Grodzki, 2011; Merler, 
2010), the imperative to prepare assistant principals for the mantle of principalship has 
been a focus for decades. Austin and Brown (1970) determined that 80% of the 
assistant principals they surveyed (N = 1207) aspired for principalship. That 
percentage has been a diminishing scale of return in subsequent decades, and the 
findings of this study revealed that 36% indicated yes. There were 21% who indicated 
no desire for principalship, and the balance of respondents (n =44) were undecided.  
Expression of Interest in Principalship by Demographics 
A paired samples t-test found significance (p =.046) in the responses based on 
level of university training; however, there was no statistical significance in the 
responses between male and female. In terms of responses based upon the number of 
years served in the role of assistant principal, a repeated measures ANOVA suggested 
significance (p < .012) in two areas. This might have been the responses of those 
individuals in the “7 to 9” and “10 or more” years in assistant principalship categories 
which both had lower percentages of “yes” responses compared to the other groups. 
An additional area of statistical significance (p < .007) was found to be in the 
responses according to school level. This might have been the number of “yes” and 
“no” responses provided by the High School demographic which were lowest (19%) 
and highest (31%) respectively compared to the other groups. See Table 22. (Chapter 
4). 
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Rationale for Choice Provided 
In thinking about Bandura’s (1977) model of Triadic Reciprocal Determinism 
(TRD), it is worthwhile to understand the personal (including cognitive and affective 
factors), behavioural (including one’s actions and habits), and environmental factors 
(including physical and social-cultural) that emerged in the responses between those 
desiring to move towards principalship versus those who were undecided or not 
inclined.  
Many of the individuals who said “no” or who were “undecided at this time” 
about the principalship provided reasons that fell under the affective state of 
Bandura’s (1986) Social Cognitive Theory. Prevalent comments from these groups 
were: the role of principal is too challenging, complex and stressful, has significant 
time demands, is too managerially focussed, and has increased central office demands. 
These observations are congruent with the barriers to principalship cited in the extant 
literature. Whereas there were 27 responses from those expressing a need for more 
time and experience in their current roles who were undecided (n = 44), of those 
saying no (n =21) only one individual expressed a need for more time in current role. 
Eleven individuals indicated that they were happy to remain in their current role and 
several cited a need for getting a master’s degree (n = 4) or forthcoming retirement (n 
= 6) as reason not to pursue principalship.  Seven people stated that work-life balance 
would inhibit them from becoming a principal. Three individuals indicated they had 
applied previously for principalship but would not be re-applying.  
As for those individuals who indicated “yes” to principalship (n = 35), there 
was a discernible difference in the tone of language used to describe their intentions.  
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For example, 25 people made a statement that asserted confidence in their skills, 
abilities, and readiness to assume principalship. There were n = 31 comments about 
the desire to lead a learning community, n = 27 who expressed desire to work with and 
lead students, teachers, and stakeholders, and n = 14 statements about seeking to make 
positive change in a learning community.  
“The strength of people’s convictions in their own effectiveness is likely to 
affect whether they will even try to cope with given situation” (Bandura, 1977, p. 
193). It was not the case that those who said “yes” were not profoundly aware of the 
challenges and demands inherent to principalship, they simply appeared to exude 
greater confidence with the antecedent experiences and current skill level. This is in 
keeping with the theory on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, Donohoo, 2017; Goddard, 
et.al, 2004).  
As for results on PSES Instructional subscale and the LQS indicators, it was 
those saying “yes” who had the highest levels of efficacy (M = 6.67; SD = 1.35) and 
proficiency (M = 7.32, SD =1.03). The undecided group placed second highest (M = 
6.59, SD =1.31; M = 7.06, SD = 1.24). Those stating “no” ranked the lowest (M = 
5.87, SD = 1.33; M = 6.70, SD = 1.13).  This lends support to Bandura’s assertion that 
people with higher levels of self-efficacy are better able to attune their efforts and 
resources to overcome challenges and obstacles (Bandura, 1998).  
Implications for Leadership Development 
The literature on assistant principal leadership development provides insights 
on the perceived barriers to realizing greater efficacy. It was observed that the 
participants in this study who indicated “no” or who were undecided about 
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principalship expressed a desire for ongoing mentorship as the top priority for their 
professional development and growth as a leader. Armstrong (2005, 2009) asserted 
that leadership formation programs need more comprehensive content. Darling-
Hammond et al., (2010) suggested that there is too much theory and not enough 
practical application and inconsistencies in training programs. One study participant 
(Male, Multi-level), who was uncertain about moving into principalship, said of his 
experiences with existing school leadership training:  
The question isn't what training is needed for the principal, but rather for the 
AP - - the principal in training.  APs should be mentored by the principal in 
these skills (that the principal should already have). Rather than the assistant 
principal being sent back to the classroom they should be considered principals 
with "training wheels" on.  When the wheels come off, they are principals.  
Perhaps then, recruitment of principals would be more organic as it would be a 
natural progression. Currently assistant principals are like school-based sherpas 
rather than principals in training. 
“School-based sherpas” is an interesting comparison and very much representative of 
themes in the literature that suggest there remains too heavy a focus on managerial 
tasks versus instructional leadership within assistant principal assignments. Many of 
the participants in this study called for more mastery learning experiences (both of 
managerial and instructional focus) and ongoing mentorship opportunities. Some of 
the themes emerging from the written responses suggested need for more commonality 
with principals in the types, frequency, and quality of the professional training 
provided. Given that upwards of 65% of participants (N = 101) said “no” or were 
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undecided about seeking principalship, there is a sense of immediacy and urgency in 
seeking to address the rationale provided for these feelings and attitudes.  It would 
serve the jurisdiction well to examine current leadership formation practices and 
understand how the ideas and recommendations coming from the participants of this 
study might, through the lens of Bandura’s SCT, shape leadership formation 
programming that deepens engagement with LQS indicators and ultimately leads to 
higher levels of principal readiness.    
Recommendations 
The following general recommendations are proposed to the school jurisdiction 
as considerations that might help shape professional development programming and 
assist in realizing higher levels of school leader self-efficacy: 
1. Consider conducting a similar study with current principals in the school 
jurisdiction to triangulate findings. This might serve to demonstrate some 
longitudinal elements in terms of the efficacy and effectiveness of existing 
mentoring and training programs.  
2. Review existing divisional leadership courses through the lens of 
Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory. How might such courses find a 
balance of managerial, instructional, and ethical focus? How might all LQS 
indicators be operationalized systematically? 
3. Examine the type and amount of intentional vicarious learning experiences 
that assistant principals receive. Might there be a more systematic approach 
to ongoing mentorship? Is there some thought of a cohort-style training 
model that goes beyond first year of induction? 
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4. Consider streamlining the amount of teaching FTE assistant principals 
have. Might there be a more equitable model that could provide both 
instructional leadership mastery experiences as well as the salient 
managerial leadership tasks inherent to school operations? 
5. Explore the impact of being an administrator of a multi-level school. Given 
that the jurisdiction has many K to 9 schools and other multi-level sites, 
what impact might there be on the professional learning needs of assistant 
principals in this unique context? 
6.   Consider advocating for assistant principals to be referenced officially in 
the Education Act. This would be well received in terms of defining the 
inherent roles and responsibilities across all jurisdictions in Alberta.  
7. Consider the creation of a graduated pathway to principalship that formally 
recognizes increasing levels of readiness for principalship. This might 
entail the changing of title from assistant principal to vice or deputy 
principal as an individual gains the commensurate mastery experiences 
needed. 
8. Examine the various prior teacher leadership experiences and opportunities 
that exist within the division. Might there be opportunity to be more 
intentional in terms of the types of managerial, instructional, and ethical 
experiences provided to teachers and in linking them with the LQS 
indicators? 
9. Consider a leadership placement model that extends beyond level of school 
and traditional elementary/secondary focus. This could entail a leadership 
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profile that tracks mastery learning experiences (micro-credentials) and 
offers a well-rounded perspective of administration and school leadership 
across many levels.  
10. Consider entering into partnerships with post-secondary institutions to 
create leadership programming that might lead to higher education 
credentialing e.g. master’s degree.  
Topics for Future Research 
This study touched upon several of the areas called for in the literature 
warranting further examination. In touching the surface of such topics as self- 
efficacy, instructional leadership, and principal preparation, the following ideas are 
posited as topics for future research and academic inquiry: 
1. Expand the limited scope of this study to include all assistant principals in 
Alberta inviting them to participate in an examination of self-efficacy and 
determination of steps needed to prepare for principalship. What 
differences might exist between public, Catholic, and francophone 
jurisdictions? 
2. Expand the scope of this study to examine all of the LQS indicators in 
terms of importance and proficiency. How might a specific focus on LQS 
indicators for assistant principals increase self-efficacy?  
3. Conduct further investigation into the efficacy of assistant principals by 
demographics and include additional factors such as age and cultural 
heritage. 
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4. How might principals rate their assistant principal(s) and conversely, how 
might assistant principals rate their principal in terms of the PSES and 
LQS? 
5. Examine existing induction, coaching, mentorship, and leadership training 
models in Alberta (as well as Canada and International) that are known to 
have proven effectiveness. How might the playing field be more equitable 
for assistant principals? What role might the Alberta Teachers Association 
and other such educational partners play in the implementation of such 
programming? 
6. How might more consistency in leadership preparation be realized within 
Alberta using Bandura’s Framework? What mastery, vicarious, social 
persuasion, and affective experiences are needed to optimize success? 
7. How might the transition from teacher to assistant principal and the 
inherent change in professional identify be better understood? How might 
assistant principals be supported best throughout this transition? 
8. What elements of leading a school community and building a culture of 
learning might be best situated with assistant principals? What effect might 
a greater emphasis on distributive leadership, collaborative leadership 
models, and gradual release of responsibility have in Alberta? 
Limitations  
Simon and Goes (2013) asserted that the limitations of a study are typically 
those factors or considerations beyond the researcher’s control. Further, limitations are 
often connected to the methodological and design choices of the study. Thus, the 
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largest limitation in this study is the reliance on a survey instrument. Survey research 
is defined as "the collection of information from a sample of individuals through their 
responses to questions" (Check & Schutt, 2012, p. 160). Singleton and Straits (2009) 
indicated that surveys are often used to explore human behavior and are common to 
social and psychological research. Survey research, however, cannot fully capture the 
full scope of the phenomenon to be studied (Muijs, 2012). Since this study was limited 
to one school jurisdiction due to the constraints of time and resources, the focus on 
assistant principals of an urban board might have generated findings that are not 
representative, applicable, or generalizable to the experiences of those serving in 
suburban or rural jurisdictions. Study participants were not interviewed, nor were 
focus groups conducted about their experiences of being an assistant principal. Thus, 
some nuances of the multi-dimensional role of assistant principal may be missed or 
overlooked. The researcher’s experiences as an assistant principal and familiarity with 
the jurisdiction were also possible sources of unconscious bias.  
An additional limitation in this study was understanding that the data gathered 
rely on the self-reporting of participants. Participant concerns about confidentiality 
might have influenced the results or precluded some assistant principals from 
participating. Should potential subjects have perceived that their participation was 
expected or socially desirable, this may have influenced the genuineness of responses 
and influence the data.  The final and most compelling limitation was the use of PSES 
with assistant principals. Originally purposed to glean the sense of efficacy of serving 
principals, this use of PSES with assistant principals was not a common use of the 
instrument.  The use of PSES however, as well as LQS indicators, did provide a rich 
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sense of the current reality (the landscape) for assistant principals within the school 
jurisdiction studied. 
Conclusion 
The multi-dimensional and complex role of assistant principal has been cited 
as “one of the least researched and least discussed topics in educational leadership” 
(Weller & Weller, 2002, p. xiii). Through five research questions, this study sought to 
understand how more intentionality might be afforded to the development of assistant 
principals, who, as per the extant literature, have been underserved, underutilized, and 
underrepresented. Understanding the importance of fostering and deepening sense of 
efficacy in aspiring principals is central to school improvement (Morgan, 2018).The 
types of experiences assistant principals have is varied, yet there are common themes 
in what is needed to achieve higher levels of self-efficacy including a call for ongoing 
mentorship and more mastery learning experiences. The LQS indicators serve as good 
benchmarks in terms of the skills and competencies essential to school leadership.  
The teacher-leadership experiences assistant principals have prior to assuming 
a formal school leadership role, impact perceptions of efficacy. Understanding school 
culture in terms of what conditions are necessary to realize greater sense of efficacy 
remains an essential area of research. Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) 
asserted: “people with high assurance in their capabilities approach difficult tasks as 
challenges to be mastered rather than as threats to be avoided” (Bandura, 1977, p. 11). 
Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2007) explained that an individual’s self-efficacy 
beliefs are perceived as excellent indicators and predictors of behavior. Embracing an 
instructional leadership stance, developing students and teachers as change agents, and 
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working more intentionally with internal and external stakeholders to navigate the 
complex and dynamic space of school leadership are essential to Fullan’s (2018) 
appeal for principals to serve as co-learners. The competencies and skills needed to 
achieve such a disposition are such as those articulated in leadership quality standards.   
The task of developing assistant principals into capable and efficacious 
principals needs to be at the forefront of jurisdictional leadership programming and 
can no longer remain the platitudinal call in research studies to do something more 
with this historically neglected group of educators. With more intentionality layered 
into assistant principal mentorship, the four components of Social Cognitive Theory 
(Bandura, 1986) would serve as an excellent framework in both operationalizing and 
actualizing the LQS; particularly in identifying and shaping the conditions essential to 
leading a learning community and instructional leadership which ultimately seek to 
improve student learning. The challenges in achieving greater levels of efficacy in 
assistant principals is not insurmountable. “The strength of people’s convictions in 
their own effectiveness is likely to affect whether they will even try to cope with given 
situations” (Bandura, 1977, p. 193). Through understanding better, the patterns, trends, 
and challenges faced by assistant principals (affective conditions) creating more social 
persuasion, strategic vicarious experiences, and targeted mastery learning experiences, 
may empower more of these important school leaders to deepen self-efficacy and say 
“yes” to principalship. 
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Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale 
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Appendix B 
Survey Instrument (Cusack, 2020) 
This is an anonymous survey. 
 
This survey is part of a research study being conducted by Timothy Cusack as part of 
the University of Portland School of Education doctoral program. The purpose of the 
survey is to identify levels of school leadership efficacy. If you agree to participate, 
please complete the following survey. If you do not want to participate, please do not 
complete this survey. 
All data will be kept in a password protected computer without any link to your name. 
This is an anonymous survey and there are no anticipated risks to your participation in 
this survey, however it is unlikely yet possible that a data breach could occur with the 
Qualtrics survey, and that the data may not be truly anonymous. All data will be kept 
in a password protected computer and will be reported in the aggregate.  
There are no anticipated risks to your participation in this survey. Results of this 
research may be published in a conference or journal paper. However, I cannot 
guarantee that you personally will receive any benefits from this research. Your 
participation is completely voluntary. If you decide to participate, you are free to 
withdraw your consent and discontinue participation at any time without penalty. 
If you have any questions about the study, please feel free to contact Timothy Cusack 
at Cusack20@up.edu or the faculty advisor, Dr. Jacqueline Waggoner, at 
waggoner@up.edu. If you have questions regarding your rights as a research subject, 
please contact the IRB (IRB@up.edu). 
Directions: This anonymous survey should take approximately 10 minutes to 
complete. Please provide your response to each question by choosing the most 
appropriate option. Please complete each screen fully as you will not be able to return 
to it. Your participation is voluntary, and if you come to any question you prefer not 
to answer please skip it and go on to the next. Your honesty and participation are 
appreciated.   
This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the kinds of 
things that create challenges for school leaders in their school activities. 
 
Please note: Your answers are confidential. Many thanks in advance for your time and 
attention. 
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Q2 
 Please indicate your opinion about each of the questions by marking one of the nine 
responses in the columns on the right side. The scale of responses ranges from "None 
at all" (1) to "A Great Deal" (9) with "Some Degree" (5) representing the mid-point 
between these low and high extremes. 
You may choose any of the nine possible responses, since each represents a degree on 
the continuum. 
 Please respond to each of the questions by considering the combination of your 
current ability, resources, and opportunity to do each of the following in your present 
position. 
 “In your current role as a school leader, to what extent can you…” 
   
1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
1. Facilitate student 
learning in your school? 
           
2. Generate enthusiasm 
for a shared vision for 
the school? 
           
3. Handle the time 
demands of the job? 
           
4. Manage change in 
your school? 
           
5. Promote school spirit 
among a large majority 
of the student 
population? 
           
6. Create a positive 
learning environment in 
your school? 
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1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
   
1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
7. Raise student 
achievement on 
standardized tests? 
           
8. Promote a positive 
image of your school 
with the media? 
           
9. Motivate teachers?            
10. Promote the 
prevailing values of the 
community in your 
school? 
           
11. Maintain control of 
your own daily 
schedule? 
           
12. Shape the 
operational policies and 
procedures that are 
necessary to manage 
your school? 
  
 
 
 
 
        
   
1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
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1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
13. Handle effectively 
the discipline of 
students in your school? 
           
14. Promote acceptable 
behavior among 
students? 
           
15. Handle the 
paperwork required for 
the job? 
           
16. Promote ethical 
behavior among school 
personnel? 
           
17. Cope with the stress 
of the job? 
           
18. Prioritize among 
competing demands of 
the job? 
           
Q3 
Leader Quality Standard: Instructional Leadership. This portion of the questionnaire is 
designed to help us gain better understanding of levels of importance ascribed to 
elements of instructional leadership. The scale of responses ranges from "Not at all" (1) 
to "A Great Deal" (9) with "Some Degree" (5) representing the mid-point between 
these low and high extremes. 
 
How important are each of the following statements to you? 
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1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
Little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
19. Building the 
capacity of teachers to 
respond to the learning 
needs of all students. 
           
20. Implementing 
professional growth, 
supervision and 
evaluation processes to 
ensure that all teachers 
meet the Teacher 
Quality Standard. 
           
21. Ensuring that 
student instruction 
addresses learning 
outcomes outlined in 
the program of study. 
           
22. Facilitating 
mentorship and 
induction supports for 
teachers. 
           
23. Demonstrating a 
strong understanding 
of effective pedagogy 
and curriculum. 
           
   
1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
Little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
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1. 
Not 
at 
all 2 
3. 
Very 
Little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
24. Facilitating the use 
of a variety of 
technologies to support 
learning for all 
students. 
           
25. Ensuring that 
student assessment and 
evaluation processes 
are fair, appropriate, 
and evidence informed. 
           
26. Interpreting a wide 
range of data to inform 
school practice and 
enable success for all 
students. 
           
27. Facilitating access 
to resources, agencies 
and experts within and 
outside the school 
community to enhance 
student learning and 
development. 
           
Q4 
Leader Quality Standard: Instructional Leadership. This portion of the questionnaire is 
designed to help us gain better understanding of your perceived level of proficiency 
with elements of instructional leadership.  The scale of responses ranges from "None at 
all" (1) to "A Great Deal" (9) with "Some Degree" (5) representing the mid-point 
between these low and high extremes. 
 
What is your level of proficiency in each of the following areas? 
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1. 
None 
at all 2 
3. 
Very 
Little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
28. Building the 
capacity of teachers to 
respond to the learning 
needs of all students. 
           
29. Implementing 
professional growth, 
supervision and 
evaluation processes to 
ensure that all teachers 
meet the Teacher 
Quality Standard. 
           
30. Ensuring that 
student instruction 
addresses learning 
outcomes outlined in 
the program of study. 
           
31. Facilitating 
mentorship and 
induction supports for 
teachers. 
           
32. Demonstrating a 
strong understanding 
of effective pedagogy 
and curriculum. 
           
   
1. 
None 
at all 2 
3. 
Very 
Little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
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1. 
None 
at all 2 
3. 
Very 
Little 4 
5. 
Some 
degree 6 
7. 
Quite 
a bit 8 
9. A 
great 
deal 
33. Facilitating the use 
of a variety of 
technologies to support 
learning for all 
students. 
34. Ensuring that 
student assessment and 
evaluation processes 
are fair, appropriate, 
and evidence informed. 
           
35. Interpreting a wide 
range of data to inform 
school practice and 
enable success for all 
students. 
           
36. Facilitating access 
to resources, agencies 
and experts within and 
outside the school 
community to enhance 
student learning and 
development. 
           
Q5 
Demographic Information. Please indicate the following: 
• I am Female 
• I am Male 
 
Q6 
At what level of school do you currently serve? 
• Elementary - Division I only (e.g. pre-K to 3) 
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• Elementary - Division I and II (e.g. pre-K to 6) 
• Junior High - Division III (e.g. 7 to 9) 
• High School - Division IV (e.g.10 to 12) 
• Multiple level (e.g. K-9, K-12, 7-12, pathways, central office) 
Q7 
In thinking of your current assignment, what level is your main area of assigned 
responsibility? 
• Elementary 
• Junior High 
• Senior High 
• A combination of two or more levels 
Q8 
How many years have you served in the role of assistant principal? 
• 0-1 years 
• 2-3 years 
• 4-6 years 
• 7-9 years 
• 10 or more years 
Q9 
How many years did you serve as a teacher prior to becoming an assistant principal? 
• 0-3 years 
• 4-6 years 
• 7-9 years 
• 10 or more years 
 
Q10 
In thinking of your current assignment, how much of your time is dedicated to 
classroom teaching? 
• 0.0 - 0.19 FTE 
• 0.2 - 0.39 FTE 
• 0.4 - 0.59 FTE 
• 0.6 - 0.79 FTE 
• 0.8 FTE or higher 
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Q11 
In thinking of your past experience, please indicate if you have served in any of the 
following positions within the district prior to becoming an Assistant Principal (check 
all that apply): 
• Chaplain 
• Consultant 
• Department head (or lead teacher) 
• Graduation Coach 
• Learning Coach 
•  None of the above 
Q12 
In thinking of your university training, please indicate the category that best describes 
your highest level of education. 
• Bachelor of Education 
• Bachelor of Education and other undergraduate degree(s) (e.g. B.Sc, B.A.) 
• Bachelor of Education and other diploma or certificate program 
• Master level degree (in education or other) 
• Doctoral degree (in education or other) 
Q13 
I aspire to serve as the principal of a school 
• Yes 
• No 
• Undecided at this time 
 
Q14 
Please provide a brief rationale for your response to the previous question. 
Q15 
What types of leadership development opportunities, if any, would be needed to 
prepare you to become a principal? 
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Appendix C 
 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards  
Standard Outcome 
1. Mission and Vision An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by ensuring the development, 
articulation, implementation, and 
stewardship of a child-centered vision of 
quality schooling that is shared by all 
members of the school community. 
2. Instructional Capacity An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by enhancing instructional capacity. 
3. Instruction An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by promoting instruction that maximizes 
student learning. 
4. Curriculum and Assessment An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by promoting robust and meaningful 
curricula and assessment programs. 
5. Community of Care for Students An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by promoting the development of an 
inclusive school climate characterized 
by supportive relationships and a 
personalized culture of care. 
6. Professional Culture for Teachers 
and Staff 
Professional Culture for Teachers and 
Staff: An educational leader promotes 
the success and well-being of every 
student by promoting professionally 
normed communities for teachers and 
other professional. 
7. Communities of Engagement for 
Families 
An educational leader promotes the 
success and wellbeing of every student 
by promoting communities of 
engagement for families and other 
stakeholders. 
8. Operations and Management An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by ensuring effective and efficient 
management of the school or district to 
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promote student social and academic 
learning. 
9. Ethical Principles and 
Professional Norms 
An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by adhering to ethical principles and 
professional norms. 
10. Equity and Cultural 
Responsiveness 
An educational leader promotes the 
success and wellbeing of every student 
by ensuring the development of an 
equitable and culturally responsive 
school. 
11. Continuous School Improvement An educational leader promotes the 
success and well-being of every student 
by ensuring the development of a 
culture of continuous school 
improvement. 
ISLLC (2014) 
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Appendix D 
 
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL, 2015). 
Standard Outcome 
1. Mission, Vision, and Core Values Effective educational leaders develop, 
advocate, and enact a shared mission, 
vision, and core values of high-quality 
education and academic success and 
well-being of each student. 
2. Ethics and Professional Norms Effective educational leaders act 
ethically and according to professional 
norms to promote each student’s 
academic success and well-being. 
3. Equity and Cultural 
Responsiveness 
Effective educational leaders strive for 
equity of educational opportunity and 
culturally responsive practices to 
promote each student’s academic 
success and well-being. 
4. Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment 
Effective educational leaders develop 
and support intellectually rigorous and 
coherent systems of curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment to promote 
each student’s academic success and 
well-being. 
5. Community of Care and Support 
for Students 
Effective educational leaders cultivate 
an inclusive, caring, and supportive 
school community that promotes the 
academic success and well-being of 
each student. 
6. Professional Capacity of School 
Personnel 
Effective educational leaders develop 
the professional capacity and practice of 
school personnel to promote each 
student’s academic success and well-
being. 
7. Professional Community for 
Teachers and Staff 
Effective educational leaders foster a 
professional community of teachers and 
other professional staff to promote each 
student’s academic success and well-
being. 
8. Meaningful Engagement of 
Families and Community 
 Effective educational leaders engage 
families and the community in 
meaningful, reciprocal, and mutually 
beneficial ways to promote each 
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student’s academic success and well-
being. 
9. Operations and Management  Effective educational leaders manage 
school operations and resources to 
promote each student’s academic 
success and well-being. 
10. School Improvement   Effective educational leaders act as 
agents of continuous improvement to 
promote each student’s academic 
success and well-being. 
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Appendix E 
 
Australian Professional Standard for Principals 
Focus  Practice Description 
1. Leading Teaching and Learning Principals create a positive culture of 
challenge and support, enabling 
effective teaching that promotes 
enthusiastic, independent learners, 
committed to lifelong learning. 
Principals have a key responsibility for 
developing a culture of effective 
teaching, for leading, designing and 
managing the quality of teaching and 
learning, and for students’ achievement 
in all aspects of their development. They 
set high expectations for the whole 
school through careful collaborative 
planning, monitoring and reviewing the 
effectiveness of learning. Principals set 
high standards of behaviour and 
attendance, encouraging active 
engagement and a strong student voice. 
2. Developing Self and Others Principals work with and through others 
to build a professional learning 
community that is focused on 
continuous improvement of teaching 
and learning. Through managing 
performance, effective continuing 
professional learning and feedback, they 
support all staff to achieve high 
standards and develop their leadership 
capacity. Principals support others to 
build capacity and treat people fairly 
and with respect. They model effective 
leadership and are committed to their 
own ongoing professional development 
and personal health and wellbeing in 
order to manage the complexity of the 
role and the range of learning 
capabilities and actions required of the 
role. 
3. Leading Improvement, 
Innovation, and Change 
Principals work with others to produce 
and implement clear, evidence-based 
improvement plans and policies for the 
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development of the school and its 
facilities. They recognise that a crucial 
part of the role is to lead and manage 
innovation and change to ensure the 
vision and strategic plan is put into 
action across the school and that its 
goals and intentions are realised. 
4. Leading the Management of the 
School 
 
 Principals use a range of data 
management methods and technologies 
to ensure that the school’s resources and 
staff are efficiently organised and 
managed to provide an effective and 
safe learning environment as well as 
value for money. This includes 
appropriate delegation of tasks to 
members of the staff and the monitoring 
of accountabilities. Principals ensure 
these accountabilities are met. They 
seek to build a successful school 
through effective collaboration with 
school boards, governing bodies, parents 
and others. They use a range of 
technologies effectively and efficiently 
to manage the school. 
5. Engaging and Working with the 
Community 
 Principals embrace inclusion and help 
build a culture of high expectations that 
takes account of the richness and 
diversity of the wider school community 
and the education systems and sectors. 
They develop and maintain positive 
partnerships with students, families and 
carers and all those associated with the 
wider school community. They create an 
ethos of respect taking account of the 
spiritual, moral, social and physical 
health and wellbeing of students. They 
promote sound lifelong learning from 
preschool through to adult life. They 
recognise the multicultural nature of 
Australia’s people. They foster 
understanding and reconciliation with 
Indigenous cultures. They recognise and 
use the rich and diverse linguistic and 
cultural resources in the school 
community. They recognise and support 
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the needs of students, families and 
carers from communities facing 
complex challenges. 
Education Services Australia (2014) 
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Appendix F 
 
Alberta Leadership Quality Standard (LQS) 
Standard Indicators  
Achievement of this competency is 
demonstrated by indicators such as: 
1. Fostering Effective Relationships  
 
A leader builds positive working   
relationships with members of the 
school community and local 
community. 
(a)  acting with fairness, respect and 
integrity; (b) demonstrating empathy and 
a genuine concern for others;  
(c)  creating a welcoming, caring, 
respectful and safe learning 
environment;  
(d)  creating opportunities for 
parents/guardians, as partners in 
education, to take an active role in their 
children’s education;  
(e)  establishing relationships with First 
Nations, Métis and Inuit 
parents/guardians, Elders/knowledge 
keepers, local leaders and community 
members;  
(f)  demonstrating a commitment to the 
health and well-being of all teachers, 
staff and students; 
(g)  acting consistently in the best 
interests of students;  
(h)  engaging in collegial relationships 
while modeling and promoting open, 
collaborative dialogue; 
(i)  communicating, facilitating and 
solving problems effectively; and  
(j)  implementing processes for 
improving working relationships and 
dealing with conflict within the school 
community 
 
2. Modeling Commitment to 
Professional Learning 
 
A leader engages in career-long 
professional learning and ongoing 
critical reflection to identify 
opportunities for improving 
leadership, teaching, and learning. 
(a)  engaging with others such as 
teachers, principals and other leaders to 
build personal and collective 
professional capacities and expertise;  
(b)  actively seeking out feedback and 
information from a variety of sources to 
enhance leadership practice;  
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(c)  seeking, critically reviewing and 
applying educational research to inform 
effective practice;  
(d)  engaging members of the school 
community to build a shared 
understanding of current trends and 
priorities in the Education system. 
 
3. Embodying Visionary Leadership 
 
A leader collaborates with the school 
community to create and implement a 
shared vision for student success, 
engagement, learning and well-being. 
(a)  communicating a philosophy of 
education that is student-centred and 
based on sound principles of effective 
teaching and leadership;  
(b)  recognizing the school community’s 
values and aspirations and 
demonstrating an appreciation for 
diversity;  
(c)  collaborating with other leaders and 
superintendents to address challenges 
and priorities;  
(d) supporting school community 
members, including school councils, in 
fulfilling their roles and responsibilities;  
(e)  promoting innovation, enabling 
positive change, and fostering 
commitment to continuous 
improvement; and  
(f)  accessing, sharing and using a range 
of data to determine progress towards 
achieving goals. 
4. Leading a Learning Community 
 
A leader nurtures and sustains a 
culture that supports evidence-
informed teaching and learning. 
(a)  fostering in the school community 
equality and respect with regard to rights 
as provided for in the Alberta Human 
Rights Act and the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms;  
(b)  creating an inclusive learning 
environment in which diversity is 
embraced, a sense of belonging is 
emphasized, and all students and staff 
are welcomed, cared for, respected, and 
safe;  
(c)  developing a shared responsibility 
for the success of all students;  
(d)  cultivating a culture of high 
expectations for all students and staff;  
201 
 
(e)  creating meaningful, collaborative 
learning opportunities for teachers and 
support staff;  
(f)  establishing opportunities and 
expectations for the positive 
involvement of parents/guardians in 
supporting student learning; 
(g)  creating an environment for the safe 
and ethical use of technology;  
(h)  collaborating with community 
service agencies to provide wrap-around 
supports for all students who may 
require them, including those with 
mental health needs; and  
(i)  recognizing student and staff 
accomplishments 
5. Supporting the Application of 
Foundational Knowledge about 
First Nations, Métis and Inuit 
 
A leader supports the school 
community in acquiring and applying 
foundational knowledge about First 
Nations, Métis and Inuit for the 
benefit of all students. 
(a) understanding the historical, social, 
economic, and political implications of: 
 • treaties and agreements with First 
Nations;  
 • legislation and agreements negotiated 
with Métis; and  
 • residential schools and their legacy; 
(b) aligning resources and building the 
capacity of the school community to 
support First Nations, Métis and Inuit 
student achievement;  
(c) enabling all school staff and students 
to gain a knowledge and understanding 
of, and respect for, the histories, 
cultures, languages, contributions, 
perspectives, experiences and 
contemporary contexts of First Nations, 
Métis and Inuit; and  
(d) pursuing opportunities and engaging 
in practices to facilitate reconciliation 
within the school community. 
6. Providing Instructional Leadership 
 
A leader ensures that every student 
has access to quality teaching and 
optimum learning experiences. 
(a)  building the capacity of teachers to 
respond to the learning needs of all 
students; (b) implementing professional 
growth, supervision and evaluation 
processes to ensure that all teachers meet 
the Teaching Quality Standard;  
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(c)  ensuring that student instruction 
addresses learning outcomes outlined in 
programs of study;  
(d)  facilitating mentorship and induction 
supports for teachers and principals, as 
required;  
(e)  demonstrating a strong 
understanding of effective pedagogy and 
curriculum; 
 (f)  facilitating the use of a variety of 
technologies to support learning for all 
students; 
 (g)  ensuring that student assessment 
and evaluation practices are fair, 
appropriate, and evidence informed; 
 (h)  interpreting a wide range of data to 
inform school practice and enable 
success for all students; and 
(i)  facilitating access to resources, 
agencies and experts within and outside 
the school community to enhance 
student learning and development 
7. Developing Leadership Capacity  
 
A leader provides opportunities for 
members of the school community to 
develop leadership capacity and to 
support others in fulfilling their 
educational roles. 
(a)  demonstrating consultative and 
collaborative decision-making that is 
informed by open dialogue and multiple 
perspectives;  
(b)  identifying, mentoring and 
empowering teachers in educational 
leadership roles; 
(c)  promoting the engagement of 
parents in school council(s) and 
facilitating the constructive involvement 
of school council(s) in school life;  
(d)  creating opportunities for students to 
participate in leadership activities and to 
exercise their voice in school leadership 
and decision making; and  
(e)  promoting team building and shared 
leadership among members of the school 
community. 
8. Managing School Operations and 
Resources 
 
A leader effectively directs operations 
and manages resources. 
(a)  identifying and planning for areas of 
need;  
(b)  applying principles of effective 
teaching and learning, child 
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development, and ethical leadership to 
all decisions;  
(c)  aligning practices, procedures, 
policies, decisions, and resources with 
school and school authority visions, 
goals and priorities; 
(d)  following through on decisions 
made by allocating resources (human, 
physical, technological and financial) to 
provide the learning environments and 
supports needed to enable and/or 
improve learning for all students;  
(e)  facilitating access to appropriate 
technology and digital learning 
environments; and; 
 (f)  ensuring operations align with 
provincial legislation, regulations and 
policies, and the policies and processes 
of the school authority. 
9. Understanding and Responding to 
the Larger Societal Context 
 
A leader understands and appropriately 
responds to the political, social, 
economic, legal and cultural contexts 
impacting schools and the school 
authority. 
(a)  supporting the school community in 
understanding the legal frameworks and 
policies that provide the foundations for 
the Alberta education system;  
(b)  representing the needs of students at 
the community, school authority and 
provincial levels;  
(c)  engaging local community partners 
to understand local contexts;  
(d)  demonstrating an understanding of 
local, provincial, national, and 
international issues and trends and their 
implications for education; and  
(e)  facilitating school community 
members’ understanding of local, 
provincial, national, and international 
issues and trends related to education. 
Alberta Education (2018) 
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Appendix G 
 
Five Marks of a Catholic Leader 
Mark (Standard) Indicators 
1. An excellent Catholic leader 
embraces the dignity of all as 
created in the image of God. 
 
Role of the Leader: 
An excellent Catholic leader is 
responsible for ensuring the overall 
development of the whole person, 
by: 
• Founding all aspects of the Catholic 
School on Jesus Christ, the Redeemer  
• Recognizing and celebrating the gifts 
and talents of others  
• Identifying and empowering key 
leaders who can ensure that the faith 
community flourishes  
• Discerning an appropriate response to 
difficult situations using a personal and 
pastoral approach  
• Ensuring that relationships are 
respectful and life giving  
• Providing faith formation opportunities 
for staff and students  
• Allocating resources to support and 
enhance the well being and the physical, 
emotional, academic and spiritual 
development of staff and students  
• Integrating the message of eternal 
destiny into vision and mission 
2. An excellent Catholic leader 
advocates for Catholic Education 
within and beyond the school 
community and makes decisions 
rooted in Gospel teachings 
 
Role of the Leader: 
An excellent Catholic leader is 
responsible for expressing and 
developing a living Catholic vision 
of the world by: 
• Ensuring that all that happens in the 
Catholic school reflects a Catholic 
worldview • Allocating time and 
resources to reflect Catholic priorities  
• Articulating the spirit and teaching of 
the Catholic Church in order to inform 
policy and practice  
• Speaking with one voice on matters of 
Catholic education by engaging with 
other Catholic leaders  
• Developing and maintaining 
partnerships with other Catholic 
institutions, organizations and outreach 
groups  
• Sharing and promoting Catholic 
education with non-Catholics  
• Honoring, recognising and articulating 
the role of the Bishop’s pastoral 
leadership in matters of Catholic 
education 
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• Visioning and creating physical spaces 
that visibly express the external signs of 
our Catholic faith  
• Demonstrating a knowledge of local, 
national, and global issues and trends 
related to Catholic Church  
• Encouraging members of the Catholic 
school community in their role as 
stewards of the environment 
3. An excellent Catholic leader 
intentionally directs and fosters 
the development of Catholic 
Education through faith 
permeation. 
 
Role of the leader: 
An excellent Catholic leader is 
responsible for leading faith 
permeation by: 
• Ensuring the religious dimension is 
inherent in all learning and the ethos of 
the school 
• Cultivating a passion for truth; both 
natural and supernatural 
• Committing to a moral and intellectual 
Catholic education  
• Employing and developing teachers 
who display a clear understanding and 
commitment to Catholic Education 
• Providing structured opportunities for 
staff to develop their abilities to infuse 
faith into curriculum and pedagogy 
• Supervising teachers as they 
intentionally permeate faith in all 
subjects  
• Encouraging critical thinking in the 
light of faith and values  
• Supporting and promoting service 
projects that reflect Catholic teaching on 
social justice and charity.  
• Advocating for a sacred perspective 
within a secular context 
4. An excellent Catholic leader is 
called to be a witness and an agent 
of hope, proclaiming the Gospel 
message to all people everywhere 
and at all times.:  
 
Role of the leader: 
An excellent Catholic leader, 
inspired by the love of God, 
witnesses to others a life lived in 
relationship with Jesus Christ by: 
• Testifying, through words and actions 
to a life in Christ  
• Modelling a lifestyle consistent with 
the teachings of the Catholic Church  
• Participating actively in the life of the 
Church  
• Attending Mass each week  
• Praying personally and leading others 
in prayer  
• Demonstrating a knowledge of faith  
• Committing to personal faith 
development  
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• Employing a leadership style that 
serves others  
• Developing a vision for evangelization 
and ministry 
5. An excellent Catholic leader 
ensures a communal vision; 
recognizing that God will be 
found with and in each other.  
Role of the leader: 
An excellent Catholic leader is 
responsible for creating and leading 
a community of faith both within 
and beyond the school and school 
district by: 
• Seeking unity inspired by the Holy 
Trinity  
• Making intentional decisions to 
develop and support an active faith 
community  
• Creating a culture that sets clear 
expectations for staff to fully participate 
in a life of faith  
• Embedding sacramental routines 
(prayer, mass, liturgies, scripture and 
worship) and reminders in the culture of 
the school and district  
• Nurturing relationships between the 
school and district and our bishops, 
priests and faith leaders  
• Fostering reconciliation when needed  
• Celebrating and affirming the 
community 
• Developing priorities and protocols to 
address the needs of the marginalized  
• Honoring parents/guardians as primary 
partners in education 
Council of Catholic School Superintendents of Alberta (2016) 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
